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• 全米大学卒業者調査（National Survey of 
College Graduate : NSCG） 2〜3年間隔
–実施主体
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IPEDS：Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System （中等後教育総合データシステム）
GSS：Survey of Graduate Students and Postdoctorates in Science and Engineering（科学・工学分野の大学院生・博士研究員調査）
SED: Survey of Earned Doctorates（博士号取得直後調査）
NSCG: National Survey of College Graduates（全米大学卒業者調査）
SDR: Survey of Doctorate Recipients（博士号取得者追跡調査）
ECDS：Early Career Doctorates Survey（博士号取得者初期キャリア調査）
ACS：American Community Survey（米国コミュニティ調査）
CPS：Current Population Survey（人口動態調査）


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































卒業年度 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015






































































































男性 14,218 10,251 10,527 9,647 9,581 9,736 9,323 9,528
女性 12,326 7,799 7,539 8,364 8,497 8,563 8,927 8,632
学校の
種類
2〜3年制 9,981 5,354 5,239 6,281 5,630 5,460 5,542 5,395
4年制 15,910 12,611 12,416 11,397 12,169 12,483 12,272 12,325
教育大学 653 85 411 333 279 356 436 440
圏域
ソウル圏 5,901 3,865 3,516 3,885 3,843 3,693 3,809 4,075
京畿、江原圏 6,746 4,775 4,827 5,263 4,562 5,180 4,699 4,711
忠清圏 3,733 2,533 2,744 2,546 2,734 2,510 2,842 2,904
慶尚圏 6,600 4,397 4,527 3,649 4,539 4,441 4,693 4,299
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Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. My name is Arimatsu, Director General of NIER. I would like to say few 
words upon the opening of the NIER International Symposium on Educational Reform 2017, on behalf of the hosting 
organization. The purpose of the NIER International Symposium is to learn from the experiences of other countries 
and to draw implications for educational reform in Japan, by inviting experts in the front line of educational reforms 
from around the word. We have been holding this serial event since 2001. 
This year, in response to the growing interest in quality insurance, outcomes of higher education, as well as increase 
in the demand for evidence-based policy formulation, we have selected the theme “Measuring the Outcomes of Higher 
Education - International Trends in National Surveys of College Graduates” for our symposium. We are very happy to 
see that so many people have shown interest in this topic. About 370 persons including those working in the field of 
higher education as well as researchers studying the field have registered to join us. Thank you very much for being 
here today.
As you may all know, the demand for cutting down government spending is becoming increasingly intense, and 
higher education expenditure is not an exception. Some say that this will have major impacts on the education and 
research activities at higher education institutions. To ensure stable funding for higher education, there is a need to 
communicate to the wider public the outcomes of higher education, and in order to do so, we must promote research 
demonstrating evidence. 
Evidence-based policy making is indeed a challenge that governments are facing in all fields not limited to higher 
education policy. Interestingly enough, the promotion of evidence-based policy making is accompanied by discussion on 
the reform of statistical data collection and dissemination. In educational administration, there have been various large-
scale on-going surveys conducted by MEXT, and yet accumulation of public data on the outcomes of higher education 
cannot be said to be sufficient. It is probably more accurate to say that in today’s society, where economic and social 
structures are rapidly changing, existing institutional level statistics can no longer adequately capture the situation of 
higher education.
In other countries, large-scale and on-going surveys of students and graduates of higher education institutions have 
been conducted by governmental institutions and the data have been used as basic information for policy formulation, 
as well as for international comparative research projects. Such disclosure of highly reliable analytical data by public 
institutions can contribute greatly to further advancing scientific research of higher education.
It is from this standpoint that we decided to focus on “large-scale national surveys of college graduates” being 
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conducted in countries around the world to measure the outcomes of higher education.  In this symposium, the country 
experiences of implementing such surveys and utilizing the data will be introduced, and the need and expected policy 
impacts in Japan will be discussed. Today, we have invited four panelists who have each played important roles in 
conducting large-scale surveys of college graduates in their countries. I would like to extend my deepest appreciation 
to the panelists for joining us in our symposium and sharing with us your time and expertise.
We will begin by Mr. Yoshitaka Hamanaka, Senior Researcher of NIER, explaining the purpose of the symposium 
and the points to look at when conducting international comparisons. Then in part 1, we will have presentations 
focusing on how national surveys of college graduates are being conducted in different countries.
First, Ms. Emilda Rivers, Deputy Director of the National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics of the 
National Science Foundation, will share with us the situation in the U.S., focusing on the “National Survey of College 
Graduates” conducted by the center. As an expert in mathematical statistics, Ms. Rivers has been involved in data 
confidentiality and access issues and in developing a new survey on early career doctorates. She also served as the 
program director responsible for science and engineering postsecondary education data to inform domestic and 
international policies. Ms. Rivers has indeed extensive experience in the surveys conducted by the center. 
In the second presentation, Ms. Racheal Hewitt, Data Policy and Governance Manager of Higher Education Statistics 
Agency (HESA) of UK will introduce the “Destination of Leavers from Higher Education” conducted by the agency. 
Ms. Hewitt has a particular interest in the graduate labor market and has been working on the collection of data from 
graduates at HESA. She is now leading on the implementation of the new survey, Graduate Outcomes, so we will be 
able to hear from her about the latest situation in UK.
From Korea, we have invited Dr. Huijung Chu, Research Fellow at the Korea Research Institute for Vocational 
Education and Training (KRIVET). Dr. Chu is a researcher working on college student outcomes, higher education 
policy reform and the consequence of higher education policy on college outcomes. Today, Ms. Chu’s presentation will 
focus on the “Graduates Occupational Mobility Survey” conducted by KRIVET, explaining its features and utilization. 
From Japan, we have Dr. Yuki Honda, Professor of the Graduate School of Education, the University of Tokyo. She 
will talk about the results of the panel survey on college graduates that Professor Honda herself conducted, and will 
discuss the need for and potential use of large-scale surveys of college graduates in Japan. 
In part 2, we will have a panel discussion. With Dr. Satoko Fukahori, Director of the Department of Higher Education 
Research at NIER serving as the moderator, we will have an in-depth discussion with our panelists on our topic today, 
which is “how to measure the outcomes of higher education.” In the panel discussion, we would like to invite our 
audience to join by submitting questions and comments. Although due to limited time, we may not be able to answer 
all of the questions, in order to make the discussion as useful for many people as possible, I would like to ask you to let 
us know what you think by filling in the question forms.
In Japan, there is an animated discussion on free higher education, reflecting the increasing social interest on public 
financing and financial resources of higher education. I believe this will lead to a growing social demand for disclosure 
of information on the performance of higher education institutions based on objective data. How can the government 
and higher education institutions respond to such demand? I sincerely wish that today, by learning from our neighbor 
countries about their experience conducting surveys of college graduates, we will be able to trigger a discussion on this 
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Senior Researcher, Department for Higher Education Research, NIER
Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I am Hamanaka from NIER. Usually, a symposium would start with a keynote 
speech. However, I am not qualified to make a keynote speech, so, I would like to spend about 30 minutes explaining 
the purpose of today’s symposium. 
1. Interest and context of the problem 
I would like to begin by stating the area of interest and context of the problem. The topic of this symposium is 
“measuring the outcomes of higher education.” There are two aspects to this problem. First, why should we care about 
the outcomes of higher education? Secondly, how can we measure it? Of course, many of you may argue that before 
focusing on the why and how, we need to discuss what is the outcome in university education? However, that will 
involve a very complex and lengthy discussion which should be reserved for another occasion. So today, we will focus 
on why and how to measure outcomes of higher education.
(1) Higher education policy background
In this first part, I will discuss why we need to measure outcomes of university education. This first slide presents 
a summary of issues being discussed by the Central Council for Education on “the future vision of higher education in 
Japan,” commissioned by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology (MEXT) in March of this 
year. It does not necessarily mean that what is being discussed by the Council is always in fact important for higher 
education, but it does reflect what is being considered as important at this point in time. 
The first issue is “strengthening the functions of higher education institutions.” This is an issue that need to be 
addressed urgently among different institutional types, but which does not directly relate to today’s topic, so I will go 
on to subsequent issues, which require middle to longer-term visions.
The second issue is “systems that enhance quality learning” including the Standards for Establishment of 
Universities, accreditation, and information disclosure, which in essence all relate to quality assurance. I have 
underlined terms related to “quality,” “quality improvement,” “evaluation,” and “information disclosure.” These are key 
terms concerning quality assurance, which relate to the topic of today’s symposium.
The third issue is “the size of higher education enrollment.” What is the optimal size, and how can we secure high 
quality higher education for each region? Related to this issue is the need to reexamine the missions of institutions 
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and its responsiveness to societal needs. Here again, the focus in on “quality,” and more importantly, responsiveness 
to societal needs. Quality is not defined solely from the academic perspective, but also from the perspective of society 
external to the university. In other words, the focus is on how society evaluates the outcomes of university education.
The forth issue, slightly different from the previous ones, is “approaches to support higher education reform.” How 
can universities secure stable funding under increasingly severe financial circumstances? This is an issue of relevance 
not only to Japan but to all developed countries.
(2) Request for “Evidence-Based Policy Making (EBPM)”
In approaching these policy issues, societal request for Evidence-Based Policy Making, or EBPM is becoming 
increasingly strong. Needless to say, in order to solve the policy issues listed in the first slide in an “evidence based” 
way, it is essential that we “communicate to society the outcomes of higher education,” and to “promote research that 
produce empirical evidence.” Hence, the focus shifts to “how” to measure outcomes.
EBPM, Evidence Based Policy Making is nothing new. The higher education community has long acknowledged the 
importance of pursuing EBPM. Nevertheless, many higher education researchers, including myself, lack the sense that 
higher education research is contributing to policy making in substantive ways. I am hesitant to make such a remark 
as it would jeopardize the role of a National Institute for Policy Research, but Ushiogi states more directly in his paper 
that “in no occasion has evidence based policy making actually taken place.” 
Why is evidence-based policy making difficult? Ushiogi points out that this is because the evidence on which policy 
proposals are based are in most cases the findings of research conducted by individuals, which have not been cross-
examined and verified by third parties. It is difficult to judge whether the findings of research conducted by individuals 
are sufficiently robust as to base policy upon. Ushiogi emphasizes the danger of developing policies based on the 
findings of research conducted by individuals and un-verified by others. 
(3) A prerequisite of “Evidence-Based Policy Making”
How can we realize evidence-based policy making? Ushiogi states that, first of all, there must be a presentation 
of evidence that is precise and reliable and proposes a strategy to make this possible; i.e. the development of an 
information infrastructure. Each research finding accomplished by an individual researcher must be accompanied 
by information on the data used, and the actual data made accessible on the website for secondary analysis by other 
researchers.
The accumulation of open-access data will lead to the development of a database available for further analysis. If the 
data can be extended longitudinally, fixed-point observations will also become possible. 
During the past 10 years, there has been significant developments regarding the disclosure of data for secondary 
analysis. For example, the Institute of Social Science at the University of Tokyo has established a data archive where 
raw data collected by researchers are made accessible to other researchers. These are significant advances, but clearly 
far from enough.
Ushiogi, points out that establishing the foundation for presenting accurate and reliable evidence is the responsibility 
of and challenge for researchers and the academic community. If we are indeed failing to produce research findings 
that inform policy, we as researchers must acknowledge our faults.
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On the other hand, Ushiogi also focuses on the role of government agencies in collecting and sharing information. 
The ability of individual researchers or academic communities to collect and disseminate large-scale national-level 
data in an accurate and reliable manner is limited, not only in a technical sense but also financially. The leadership of 
government agencies are greatly in need particularly in terms of collecting and disseminating primary data, which is 
becoming increasingly difficult due to regulations on access to personal information.
2. Currenituation of statistics and surveys regarding the “achievements of university education” in Japan
We will now focus on the current state of statistics and surveys regarding university education outcomes in Japan.
2.1 Official Statistics on the “Outcomes of university education” 
(1) Official statistical surveys on university education
Regarding public official statistical surveys in Japan, as many of you in Japan are familiar with, we have the Basic 
School Survey, the core survey on education. Other surveys shown here are available in the statistical information 
section of MEXT website. They are mainly institutional surveys collected from educational institutions. Hence, it is 
safe to say that we have a fair amount of information on the higher education environment, including quality indicators 
such as the staff to student ratio. Student/ graduate surveys that aim to directly address the outcomes of education by 
focusing on the teaching and learning activities is on the other hand are still quite rare.
I believe the only exception is the Student Life Survey conducted by the Japan Student Services Organization for 
more than 40 years. In fact, NIER has been collaborating with JASSO since 2014 by conducting in conjunction with 
the Student Life Survey the Student Survey on the Conditions of Learning, a national scale survey of 20,000 university 
students. These are rare examples of student surveys conducted by government agencies. Under this circumstance, we 
have had to rely on surveys conducted not by government agencies but by education related industries or groups of 
researchers.
(2) Statistics on the “outcomes of university education”- the state of graduates based on the Basic School Survey. 
This is not to say that the government has not collected any official statistics on the outcomes of university. The 
Basic School Survey does collect quite detailed data on the state of students after graduation. For example, based on 
the statistics on the destination of graduates by subject areas, we are able to draw indicators such as the percentage 
of students in employment or enrolled in graduate schools, overall and by subject areas, as well as the percentage of 
students in each field of employment. 
It is my understanding that until recently, it was sufficient to collect data at the institutional level, because of the 
“undisrupted transition from university to the labor force.” As you know, Japanese employers hire new graduates 
finishing university in March to join the company on April 1st. It is also customary that in companies that provide good 
employment opportunities, workers would engage in long-term employment, resulting in small labor force mobility. 
Under this circumstance, understanding the destinations of students upon graduation was sufficient to understand the 
outcomes of university education. Indicators such as the percentage in employment, in professional occupations, or in 
occupations related to fields of study were considered important indicators of the outcomes of university education.
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Yano calls this approach to measuring the outcomes of university education as the “flow (control) model of the 
education population.” Until a certain point in time, it was sufficient to gather information on the destinations of 
students upon exiting from university. In terms of data collection, given the undisrupted transition from university 
to the labor force, with students obtaining jobs immediately after graduation, it was not particularly necessary to 
conduct large-scale surveys of individual students. Rather, it was much more efficient to request institutions to inform 
the number of graduates and their overall destinations. I believe this is the reason why there has been relatively low 
interest in individual level student surveys. 
(3) Statistics on the “outcomes of university education”-Income and employment status by academic background
Apart from education statistics, we also have robust government statistics on income and employment status by 
educational background. The most well-known is the Basic Survey on Wage Structure, otherwise known as the Wage 
Census. This is a survey of randomly sampled employers, inquiring the wage of employees according to educational 
background, etc. The Employment Status Survey is an extremely large-scale survey of 450,000 households and 1 
million members of households. Similarly, the National Life Survey is a large-scale survey covering 300,000 households 
and 700,000 individuals. By utilizing these data, it may be possible to conduct more detailed analyses. However, at the 
moment, only the results of analysis conducted by educational levels, namely university, junior colleges and colleges 
of technology, and high school are made public. An approach often adopted by researchers has been to measure the 
outcomes of university by estimating the lifetime income differences by educational levels and calculating their cost 
effectiveness based on these wage statistics, etc., This approach has been called by Yano the “earning rate approach” 
as opposed to the “flow model of the education population”. 
The outcomes of university education are conceptualized here based on the assumption that higher education leads 
to higher employability and productivity, which will be reflected in higher wages. The outcomes of university education 
are calculated as the wage benefit subtracting the costs of education.
However, because the data provides limited information on educational background, whether having completed 
higher or secondary education, we are unable to discern wage differences within educational levels. Despite the fact 
that more than 50% of high school graduates attend university education in Japan, differences in the educational 
performance of individual institutions are at this point unknown. The performance of university graduates is 
benchmarked only against high school graduates. Existing data allows for limited approaches to measuring the 
outcomes of university education.
(4) The limitations of existing official statistics
The flow model of the educational population may indeed have been effective in the past. However, the assumptions 
on which it stands are no longer valid. First, employment has become increasingly mobile. We know that approximately 
30% of university graduates change jobs within the first three years. The changing industrial and occupational 
structure also calls for continuous realignment of education to industry-occupation relationships. It is no longer 
sufficient to focus on the destination of students at the time of graduation. 
Secondly, in relation to the limitation of the earning rate approach where differences within educational levels are 
undistinguished, expansion of higher education necessitates analysis focusing on the impact of institutional differences in 
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teaching and learning environments to socio-economic achievements. How are employability and competences fostered 
through higher education? How are the non-employment related outcomes of university education such as civic 
engagement developed? Existing data does not allow such analysis, necessitating individual level Graduate Surveys.
2.2 Examples of “graduate surveys” other than official statistics survey
(1) Examples of nationwide academic surveys on graduates
Now I would like to focus on existing nationwide graduate surveys conducted for research purposes. The first is The 
Employee Survey of University Education conducted by the University of Tokyo Center of Research on University 
Management and Policy, which targeted 50,000 private enterprises with five employees per enterprise, resulting in 
25,203 respondents. The study aimed to overcome the limitation of official statistics mentioned earlier, focusing on 
differences in earning rate by institutional types, etc.
The second is the Japan-Europe Survey of Graduates regarding their Careers and Evaluation of University Education 
conducted by Keiichi Yoshimoto at Kyushu University as part of the International Survey of Higher Education 
Graduates (REFLEX). In Japan, graduates from 60 universities and 82 departments, five years after graduation were 
targeted, resulting in 2,500 respondents. The response rate was unfortunately quite low in this case. 
The survey precedent REFLEX was the Japan-Europe Comparative Survey on Higher Education and Occupation. 
This survey was also conducted as part of CHEERS, an EU International Comparative Study in which Japan 
participated as associate member. In this study, 3,421 respondents three years after graduation from 45 universities 
and 106 departments participated. Professor Honda who will be our guest speaker today was a member of this project. 
Further before that, twenty years ago in 1992, the Japan Institute of Labor conducted the Graduate Career Survey. 
This was a large-scale survey with 20,335 respondents. However, the representativeness of the sample is not supported, 
due to oversampling of graduates from a university. A special feature of this survey is that there was a follow-up 
survey in 1998, six years after graduation, with 2,369 respondents. This is one of the first examples of a panel survey of 
college graduates in Japan. As I was preparing this presentation, I recalled that I had the opportunity to participate in 
this project as a graduate student. Based on this follow-up study data, Yoshimoto, at Kyushu University wrote a very 
interesting report which I recommend that you have a look at.
(2) Graduate surveys conducted by universities
More recently, many universities are conducting their own graduate surveys. This is partly in response to the 
certified evaluation, or Japanese accreditation which requires universities to prepare information about themselves and 
to develop organizational structures to carry out institutional research. Graduate surveys have become one of the tasks 
of institutional research sections. Yoshimoto points out in his paper mentioned earlier that universities must not only 
assess its educational outcomes based on graduate surveys, but also plan and implement action aimed at educational 
improvement (Yoshimoto, 2007). At the time, there are only a few universities that were able to achieve this objective. 
Now we see much more of such movements. 
Of course, it is important that individual universities carry out their own surveys based on their own interest. 
However, in analyzing the data, universities require benchmarks against which to compare their results, or reference 
groups for evaluation. One solution to this problem is collaboration among peer universities. Those universities that 
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wish to compare against each other can form a consortium and carry out a joint survey. Indeed, there are already such 
ongoing efforts. On the other hand, it is still important to conduct a national level large-scale survey for comparative 
analysis, which is the topic of today’s symposium. How can we design the survey so that we can compare the results? 
What is the analytical framework and the standard form of question items? I believe that a template, or a standard 
form of survey would be very useful.
Surveys conducted by education related industries exceed academic research surveys in sample size. For example, 
the Benesse Educational Research and Development Institute carries out the Reflection Survey Regarding Learning 
and Growth at University. This is an online monitor survey of about 20,000 people, and its findings have been quite 
interesting. All of this illustrates the current situation lacking official statistical data on university graduates.
３. Surveys on graduates in foreign countries
What is the situation in other countries? Since we have experts speaking to us today, I will be very brief. 
(1) The United States of America
Let us start out with the United States of America. First of all, today, we have an expert from the National Science 
Foundation, NSF informing us about the National Survey of College Graduates, NSCG. A special feature of NSCG is that 
it adopts as its sampling frame the American Community Survey which is a census, randomly sampling out 135,000 
university graduates. Some of the respondents will be followed-up every three years. In terms of its survey items, the 
fields of study as well as occupations are captured in great detail, indicating the strong intention to accurately capture 
the relationships between the fields of study at university and the kinds of jobs acquired.
Secondly, the National Center for Education Statistics conducts the Baccalaureate and Beyond Longitudinal Study, 
B&B, a national level longitudinal study of college graduates. I believe that this survey is more familiar to the Japanese 
audience. B&B adopts the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study, NPSAS as its sampling frame, sampling base 
year respondents while still in university. The special feature of B&B is that in addition to the responses from the 
graduate, matched information from administrative data such as the use of federal scholarships. Although today’s 
presentation will not go into detail about B&B, I would like to make mention about it here.
(2) The United Kingdom
In the case of UK, there will be a presentation today about the Destination of Leavers from Higher Education (DLHE).. 
I believe that DLHE will be redesigned to the Graduate Outcomes Survey in 2018. Ms. Hewitt who is here with us 
today has been responsible for the renewal, so we will be hearing about the background and aims of the change.
(3) South Korea
In South Korea, the Korea Employment Information Service conducts the Graduate Occupational Mobility Survey, 
GOMS. From what I understand, this survey is strongly driven by policy, reflecting the severe employment situation 
for college graduates over the past 10 years, rather than the collection of foundational data. GOMS is a very large-
scale survey, and we will be hearing more about it later. As many of you are familiar with, the Korean Education & 
Employment Panel Survey, KEEPS is modeled after the U.S. High School and Beyond, HS&B, surveying high school 
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students and following-up on the same respondents multiple times. We will not be able to focus on KEEPS in detail, but 
again, I would like to make mention about it.
(4) The European Union
I would like to briefly talk about the situation in the European Union. According to a report on the 
EUROGRADUATE feasibility study published in 2016, 27 out of 34 EU countries had carry out nationwide surveys 
of university graduates. In EU, as we all know, there is strong interest in understanding the destination of students 
and national differences in higher education outcomes, due to the free mobility of people within the region. The 
EUROSTUDENT international comparative survey of students has already been running. In a published report which 
can be found on their website, comparative analysis some of which are being discussed in Japan such as time spent on 
learning can be found.
4. Issues (from a perspective of international comparison)
Finally, I would like to present some perspectives for international comparison which may guide our discussion 
today.
(1) Issue 1：Implementation body and authority of the survey
The first point is, who are the implementation bodies and authority of the surveys? In essence, what are the benefits 
of government agencies conducting graduate surveys rather than academics or private agencies?
One of the benefits of surveys that are conducted by government agencies, is that it has a legal basis, which is likely 
to have an impact on the level of cooperation from higher education stakeholders and students in particular, and hence 
on the reliability of the data.
Another benefit of surveys conducted by government agencies concerns funding. Whether or not a survey is based 
on a stable budget or is dependent on a fixed term research grant will directly impact its continuity. 
Furthermore, an important benefit of surveys that are conducted by government agencies is that it can be linked 
to other administrative records and information. In Japan, this link has not been established. However, conducting 
meaningful analysis based only on graduate surveys without links to administrative records and information is difficult. 
Of course, it may be possible if you design an enormously lengthy survey, this may be possible. However, this is really 
not realistic and cumbersome for students. 
Finally, in terms of protecting privacy and managing personal information, governments are better able to establish 
trust.
(2) Issue 2：Implementation method of the survey
The second point concerns the implementation method of the survey. One of the great difficulties of graduate 
surveys is supplementing the sample. This issue is not independent from the issue of the implementation body and 
the authority of the survey. Most existing surveys conducted by researchers have taken the approach of contacting 
graduates through the higher education institutions, for example by utilizing alumni directories. However, if you can 
utilize administrative records and information as your sampling frame, a large-scale survey based on more accurate 
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sampling may become possible. If it is difficult to follow-up on graduates, we can design a panel-survey, sampling 
students while in university and then following-up. 
The size of the sample is determined by the purpose of the survey. If the purpose of the survey is establishing 
foundational data, a large-scale comprehensive survey would be necessary. If the main purpose is the verification of 
the theoretical hypothesis on educational outcomes, then a smaller-scale survey that would support the statistical 
estimation may be sufficient.
(3) Issue 3：Application of survey results and data
The third point concerns the utilization of data and its findings. Utilization of data and its findings, which we will be 
hearing much about today, is a prerequisite for surveys conducted by government agencies. Otherwise, governments 
would not conduct such surveys.
Utilization of data for assessment, evaluation, and improvement of university education necessitates feedback to 
participating universities. How countries approach this will be one of the important points for discussion. 
Some universities utilize data to fulfill information disclosure requirements. In Japan, universities may choose to 
submit survey data for the University Portrait system. 
Researchers would be concerned with whether or not they would be able to access data for secondary analysis. 
What is the case in other countries? Researchers would also be interested the terms and conditions under which data 
may or may not be disclosed, and who can access data to which extent.
I have stated three perspectives to guide our discussion today. I look forward to learning about the situation in each 
country and engaging in discussion about the necessity and feasibility of graduate surveys in Japan. I am using the 
phrase feasibility to recall the European effort, and to invite our audience to discuss the necessity of graduate surveys 
today in this symposium. Thank you.
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How to measure the results of university 
education
-Global trends on the survey of graduates across the country-
Explanation of the aim
NIER International Symposium on Educational Reform
December 12, 2017
Department for Higher Education Research
Senior Researcher, Yoshitaka Hamanaka
Policy background (1)
· Policy issues regarding higher education
- (Example)  “Future Concept of Higher Education in 
Japan” (Consultation with The Central Council for 
Education, March 2017)
1. Measures toward strengthening of functions of each higher 
education institution
2. Ideal system aiming to improve the quality of learning
- Ideal establishment standards, certified evaluation and 
accreditation, information disclosure = quality assurance
3. Scale of overall higher education, securing ideal 
opportunities for higher education of quality in the region
- Realization of higher education based on the mission of each 
organ and the needs of society
4. Ideal support measures for higher education reform
- Establishment of stable funding for higher education under the 
severe financial situation,  ideal economic support for students
Premise of the “Evidence-Based Policy 
Making”
· Presentation of “evidence” that is correct and reliable 
(Ushiogi, aforenamed)
- Improvement of information infrastructure
- Construction of a basic data base
- Fixed point observation based on these
-> Issues and responsibility imposed on research 
groups
· In the meantime, refer to the role of administrative 
agencies as “information-providing organs”
- There is a limit to preparing reliable, large-scale data at a 
nationwide level by only researchers (researcher groups)
- In particular, the collection and preparation of primary data
1. Interest and context of the 
problem
Policy background (2)
· Request for “Evidence-Based Policy Making (EBPM)”
- In order to solve the policy issues indicated in the previous 
slide, it is essential to disseminate the results of higher 
education to society and promote research that can be 
factual evidence
· Although the importance of EBPM is much talked 
about, there is a lack in actual feeling that research on
higher education is contributing to policy making
- Ushiogi (2007) points out the following:
· The “evidence,” which is considered to be the grounds for policy 
recommendations, is only a result of a research conducted by 
an individual and not examined and verified by any third party
· The society cannot judge whether the research result is reliable 
or not
2. Current situation of statistics 
and surveys regarding the 







Official statistical surveys regarding 
university education
· Mainly surveys targeting educational institutions
- “School Basic Survey”
- “School Teacher Statistical Survey”
- “Academic Information Infrastructure Factual Survey” (former University Library Factual 
Survey)
- ”Survey on the Status, etc. of Informal Job Offers to Students Graduating from Universities, 
etc.” and so on
· Data on observable educational research conditions of higher 
education institutions are abundant to some extent, however, 
there are few national surveys aiming to directly grasp results 
of education through actual conditions of education and 
learning activities, as well as students and graduates
- “Student Life Survey” (Japan Student Services Organization)
- “Survey Regarding Actual Conditions of Learning Among 
University Students” (conducted jointly with the above-mentioned 
survey by the National Institute for Educational Policy Research, 
targeting about 20,000 people)
· Dependence on surveys by education-related industries and 
research groups
Statistics regarding the results of 
university education (2)
· Sufficient official statistics regarding income and employment 
status (including occupation, type of industry, etc.) by 
academic background
· “Basic Survey on Wage Structure” (targeting offices)
· “Employment Status Survey” (targeting households)
· “Comprehensive Survey of Living Conditions” (targeting households), 
etc.
- Estimate the difference in lifetime income by academic 
background and calculate cost-effectiveness of higher education
-> Earning rate approach (Yano, aforenamed)
- Improvement of labor productivity (vocational skills) through 
higher education = assume as the results of education
- Factors causing differences within the same academic 
background are unknown and the difference in the performance 
of individual educational institutions is disregarded
Examples of nationwide academic 
surveys on graduates (1)
· University of Tokyo Center of Research on University 
Management and Policy “Survey on Professionals 
regarding University Education” (2009)
- Targeted 50,000 private enterprises across the country.  
Requested response of five employees who graduated 
from university at each enterprise (N=25,203)
· Kyushu University “Japan-Europe Survey Regarding 
the Careers of Graduates and Evaluation of University 
Education (survey conducted by Reflex)” (2006)
- Comparative study with 14 European countries 
(participated as an associate member in the joint research 
adopted as the priority policy science research of the 
European Commission)
- Japan: 60 universities, 82 departments, targeting people 
graduated from graduate school five years ago, N=2,501
Statistics regarding the results of 
university education (1)
· The results of university education have not been disregarded
- Situation after graduation based on “School Basic Survey”
· Number of graduates by related course and by career path 
(employment rate, education continuance rate to graduate school)
· Number of employed graduates by related course, by industry and by 
occupation
- Under the custom of a labor market that simultaneously recruits 
new graduates and premises long-time employment at the same 
company, the career path situation at the time of graduation 
(employment rate, employment rate for professional and 
technical jobs, employment rate in an industry related to the 
course, and so on) has been emphasized as the index of results
-> Flow model of educational population (Yano 1993)
· Under the “shift without intermission” from school to occupation, there 
are occasions where institutional surveys are more efficient than follow-
up surveys targeting individuals. 
Limitations of the existing official statistics
· In measuring the results of university (higher education), there 
are limitations in the approach with existing official statistics
– Focus on the timing of graduation is insufficient
· Part of the premise of the “flow model of educational population” to 
function effectively is not fulfilled
– Increased mobility of employment (30% of university graduates leave and change 
jobs within three years)
– Changes in industrial and occupational structure (changes in correlation between 
education and industry and occupation)
– Analysis on the connection between the contents of education 
/learning experience and economic and social achievements 
afterwards is necessary
· How vocational skills (competency) are being formed through higher 
education is questioned
· Necessity of focusing on the effect of matters other than formation of 
occupational career (such as cultivation of sociality and citizenship)
-> Surveys targeting the “individual” are necessary
Examples of nationwide academic 
surveys on graduates (2)
· Japan Institute of Labor “Japan-Europe 
Comparison Survey Regarding Higher Education 
and Occupation” (1998)
- Comparative study with 11 European countries 
(survey conducted by CHEERS, Japan participated 
as an associate member)
- Japan: 45 universities, 106 departments, three years 
after graduation, N=3,421
· Same as above. “Survey on Career After 
University Graduation” (1992)
- 35 universities, 63 departments, 1-10 year(s) after 
graduation, N=20,335
- A follow-up survey was conducted on (some of) the 






Surveys on graduates at each university
· In recent years, each university has been actively conducting 
surveys on graduates
- Response to certified evaluation, construction of the IR system
- From inspection and evaluation of the “education achievements” 
of each university to education improvement (Yoshimoto, 2007)
- Reference group to compare and evaluate the survey results is 
necessary
· Conduct a survey based on collaboration between universities (such as 
consortiums)
· Necessity of a nationwide survey for comparison
- Provision of framework for analysis, standardization of items in the survey
· Example of a survey by an education-related industry
- Benesse Educational Research and Development Institute  
“Reflection Survey Regarding Learning and Growth at 
University” (2015)
· Online monitor survey, N=19,833
Situation in foreign countries: The United 
States of America (1)
· National Survey of College Graduate : NSCG, 
every 2-3 years
- Implementation body
· U.S. Census Bureau -> National Science Foundation  
(NSF) National Center for Science and Engineering 
Statistics (NCSES)
- Survey Target
· Extract graduates with a Bachelor’s degree or higher 
from respondents of the American Community Survey 
(ACS), about 135,000 people
· Part of the target traces respondents of the previous 
survey
- Characteristics
· Detailed codes of majors at university and occupations
Situation in foreign countries: The UK
· Destination of Leavers from Higher Education (DLHE)  
Implemented every year
- Implementation body
· Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA)
- Target
· All graduates of the relevant year (six months after graduation)
- Characteristics
· Linked with student records
· Evaluation of Longitudinal Destinations of Leavers from 
Higher Education (LDLHE) Implemented every two years
- Target
· Extract from the respondents of the DLHE survey. Examine the situation 
in 3.5 years after graduation. Valid responses from 107,000 
respondents (graduates in 2012/13)
* Shift to Graduate Outcome Survey from 2018
· Background and purpose of the shift, and main changes?
3. Surveys on graduates in 
foreign countries
Situation in foreign countries: The United 
States of America (2)
· Baccalaureate and Beyond Longitudinal Study 
(B&B) Implemented three times during 1993 -> 2003,  2000 -> 
2001, 2008 -> 2012
- Implementation body
· National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
- Survey Target
· Extract graduates of the base year from the respondents of 
NPSAS in the previous year (10,000-20,000 people)
- Characteristics
· In addition to responses from the graduates themselves, 
compare them with administrative data, such as federal 
scholarship usage situation.
* National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS)
Equivalent to Japan’s Student Life Survey (conducted every four 
years)  100,000 people for Bachelor's degree programs
Situation in foreign countries: South Korea
· Graduates Occupational Mobility Survey (GOMS)
- Implementation body
· Korea Employment Information Service (KEIS)
- Target
· University graduates in 2005 and in and after 2007 (4-5% of graduates)
· Follow-up survey will be implemented within three years for graduates 
in 2005,  and after two years for graduates in and after 2007
- Characteristics
· Rather than the collection and preparation of basic data regarding 
higher education, (it can be said that) it works more as a response to a 
specific policy issue, which is the difficulty for graduates to secure 
employment
· Korean Education & Employment Panel Survey (KEEP)
· Implemented by Korea Research Institute for Vocational Education and 
Training (KRIVET)
· Follow-up survey from junior/senior high school students






Situation in foreign countries: The EU
· EUROGRADUATE feasibility study
- Liberalization of movement of human resources within 
the EU -> Traced graduates from higher education 
institutions and grasped the situation of acquired 
knowledge and skills of graduates beyond the 
difference of education system of each country
- Released the final report in May 2016
- Implemented nationwide surveys on graduates in 27
countries and regions out of 34
- Coordinate items in existing nationwide surveys on 
graduates in each country,  their implementation 
methods, and so on, and aim to formulate 
comparable data (Reference: EUROSTUDENT International 
Comparison of Student Surveys)
Issue 1： Implementation body and 
authority of the survey
· National or governmental organizations, or 
university or non-governmental organizations, etc.
- Existence or non-existence of legal basis
· Cooperation of graduates and people related to the higher 
education institutions -> reliability
- Financial resources
· Constant organization and budgets, or research funds with a
time limit -> continuity
- Possibility of a link with other statistical surveys and 
administrative record information
· If the survey is conducted on graduates alone, the possible 
analysis will be limited or it will need an enormous amount of 
questionnaires
- Protection and management of personal information
Issue 3：Application of survey results and 
data
· Application for policy making and policy evaluation
- Prerequisite for conducting surveys by a national or governmental 
organization
· Application for inspection and evaluation as well as improvement of 
university education
- Feedback to institutions such as universities participating in the survey
· Information disclosure regarding each higher education institution
- Submission of data to University Portrait Japan, etc.
· Approval/disapproval of secondary use of individual data by 
researchers, etc.
- Terms of use, scope of data to be disclosed
Discuss the necessity, feasibility, etc. of surveys in Japan for the 
above-mentioned content while referring to the situation in each 
country
4.  Issues (from a perspective 
of international comparison)
Issue 2：Implementation method of the 
survey
· How to acquire graduates (survey subjects)
- Dependent on the implementation body and authority of 
the survey
· Contact graduates through higher education institutions (using 
alumni lists, etc.)
· Utilization of respondents of other statistical surveys and 
administrative record information
· Trace from school students, which is relatively easy to acquire
· Scale of the survey
- Dependent on the purpose and utilization method of the 
survey
· Preparation of fundamental data regarding higher education ->
large-scale, comprehensive
· Verification of theoretical hypothesis on achievements of 
education ->  the scale required for statistical estimation is 
sufficient
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Examining the Relationship 
between Educational Attainment 
and Career Pathways for
U.S. College Graduates
Emilda B. Rivers
Deputy Director, National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics,
National Science Foundation
Good afternoon. Many thanks to the organizers, the staff, the Director of the Department of Higher Education 
Research, and the leadership of the National Institute for Educational Policy Research for inviting my organization 
to this international symposium. I am honored to speak with such an esteemed panelist today, and I look forward to 
meeting with members of the audience later. 
I will start with some general background information about the National Center for Science and Engineering 
Statistics. I will outline for you some of the U.S. surveys on college graduates, discuss the National Survey of College 
Graduates in some detail including, the design of the survey, data collection, sampling, questionnaire development, and 
implementation. I will talk about the resources, the management team, the organization, and the budget. I will also 
cover data usage looking at who are our main users of data, policymakers, researchers and others. And then I will 
very briefly describe for you the Baccalaureate and Beyond Survey conducted by the National Center for Education 
Statistics.
When we think of federal statistics in the United States, it is important to remember that we are contained within 
bodies of organizations, or that we have parent organizations. For us, we have a decentralized system, and we are 
within the National Science Foundation. Within the National Science Foundation, we are actually within the Directorate 
of the Social, Behavioral and Economics Sciences. We are a very small agency of about 50 staff.
Let's take a look now at the mission of the National Science Foundation. And within there, we notice that there is the 
National Science Foundation Act of 1950. There are several functions that the foundation is authorized and directed to 
conduct. I will share with you two points. Number one, to foster the interchange of scientific and engineering information 
among scientists and engineers in the United States, and foreign countries, which is why it was important for me to travel so 
very far to be with you today. Point number two, is to provide a central clearinghouse for the collection, interpretation and 
analysis of data on scientific and engineering resources, and to provide a source of information for policy formation by other 
agencies of the federal government. This is actually what provides us our mission.
Now looking at the mission of our organization, the National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, 
NCSES, we note that in 2010, our authority was elevated by the America COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2010. 
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COMPETES stands for Creating Opportunities to Meaningfully Promote Excellence in Technology Education and 
Science. What does that actually mean for us? 
It is also important to know that along with our duties for providing data we are required to provide biannual 
reports. We provide those reports to the Congress, the Attorney General, the Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy, the Chairman of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the Director of the Office of 
Personnel Management, the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of Education, and the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. This is our requirement, and these laws establish the surveys that we conduct. What you see here are two 
types of data dissemination products that we have. What we call an InfoBrief that gives you a general description 
of some of the survey data, and then you see the Science and Engineering Doctorates which is a format we call our 
Digest. It is actually an interactive format that you can use to extract data and use in your own presentations if you 
choose.
So, exactly, how do we carry out our mission? We design and conduct about 13 national surveys. We are gathering 
science and technology relevant data from other agencies and organizations. We develop and maintain databases on 
R&D, S&E education, the science and engineering work force, and related areas. We are looking to provide a global 
context for the U.S. data, and enable comparisons and benchmarking through national and international collaborations.
Now I would like to talk with you about the fact that there are several other agencies conducting surveys of 
college graduates. Some of those were listed for you earlier. Here, there are four principal Federal Statistical 
Agencies mentioned, and I will give you a brief description of these surveys. The American Community Survey 
which is conducted by the Census Bureau provides information on a yearly basis, to determine how billions of dollars 
in federal and state funds will be distributed. We learn about jobs, occupations educational attainment, veteran 
status, homeownership, several different topics. It also is used by states and municipalities for planning for hospitals, 
educational institutions, building bridges, infrastructure support for our country. There as was mentioned before we 
contact about 3.5 million households yearly.
Now, I will mention the Survey of Income and Program Participation. It is a household survey with panels that 
last from 2.5 to four years of about 14,000 to 52,000 individuals. This is a labor force survey, and the main purpose is 
to provide accurate and comprehensive information about the income and program participation of individuals and 
households in the U.S. Here we are looking at economic wellbeing, family dynamics, educational attainment and home 
ownership, many of the very same categories that you heard described for the other surveys.
I will touch briefly on Baccalaureate and Beyond, as I will provide more information about that later. It is examining 
students’ education and work experiences after they complete a bachelor’s degree, with a special emphasis on the 
experiences of new elementary and secondary teachers. 
Listed here also is the Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System. It actually integrates about 12 different 
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types of survey components. It is for ４colleges, universities, technical and vocational institutions. Every university and 
every vocational and technical institution that receives financial aid is a part of that survey.
The Current Population Survey is a joint survey. This often happens in the U.S. This is a joint survey with the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the ４Census Bureau. And here we are looking at about 60,000 occupied households, 
and is a monthly labor force survey. We are looking at school enrollment, employment, jobs and tenured track positions. 
This is one of our oldest and largest surveys. 
The next survey, the Occupational Employment Statistics Survey, it collects information from businesses, and they 
provide their workers’ titles and occupations. For this survey, we produce cross industry, occupational employment and 
wage estimates for the nation.
Now when we think about the scope of these data, what we are looking at is pre-college education through the 
workforce. And what we want to understand thinking of those surveys that I just described for you before is how 
many people are at each stage? What are their demographic characteristics? What are the short and long-term trends 
at each stage? And how does being in one stage impact being in another stage, how is this related, the education and 
the occupation? 
This slide provides for you the actual surveys, along that continuum. And I would like for you to keep in mind 
that this is a line, we have drawn a line here from one end to the other. This is the thinking of pipeline that has been 
prevalent in many of the ways that we collect our data. You start at one point and you move to another.
What I want to know though is that times are changing, and we are now in a flows and pathways situation. It is 
no longer a straight line. So for several years while we were designing our surveys to collect information about a 
continuum, we are now designing our surveys to collect information that reflects entries and exits in STEM, Science, 
Technology, Engineering and Mathematics. There are many reasons that pathways are different, including family 
reasons and educational finances. So, it is important to understand, what is the impact on those different pathways on 
the science and engineering enterprise, not only in the U.S. but globally.
So, now, I will talk with you about the National Survey of College Graduates. I have set the stage for you in terms 
of the other surveys that we conduct. The National Survey of College Graduates, it is a biennial survey of a population 
residing in United States, and it is designed to provide national level estimates. Historically, we sampled from the once-
a-decade, long form for decennial census. With the American Community Survey serving as the long form in the United 
States, we are able to get data more often instead of waiting once-a-decade. When the American Community Survey 
was launched in 2010, we started using that survey. We are surveying individuals who are educated or employed in 
science and engineering fields, as well as those educated or employed in non-science and engineering fields. This is 
very important for us as it provides data on the stock of scientists and engineers including immigrants.
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This is a complex survey, as we have instituted a rotating panel design. It has a baseline survey where we collect a 
lot of information on educational history or educational attainment, and then we have three biennial follow ups, where 
we ask people to tell us what they did as of the reference date. We have an oversample of young graduates, because 
we discontinued one of our most expensive surveys, the National Survey of Recent College Graduates, which was about 
$400 per case. Instead we expanded the sample from the American Community Survey to conduct the National Survey 
of College Graduates. By having an oversample of young people, the survey provides cross-sectional and longitudinal 
analysis. We are stratifying on several variables, including the field of degree, the degree level, occupation, and their 
demographics. And then we look at the reliability for key analytic domains. Our most recent the National Survey of 
College Graduates was in 2017, with the reference date in February.
It is also important to be sure that we have allowed for the different ways that people like to respond, and the 
different ways that they would like to be contacted. So there is a letter, a postcard, an e-mail message, and a telephone 
call. Those are the things we do to invite them to participate in the survey and to ensure their response. They, 
actually, can respond by completing the web, mailing in a form, or speaking with someone over the telephone. We have 
a response rate of 70%.  Normally for us within the United States, that would be low. We like response rates of 80%. 
However, we can use the administrative data to give us the information on the non-responders to that survey. So we 
are not so concerned about bias.
I want to provide a diagram for you to illustrate the complexities involved with our Contact Strategy. This particular 
one is showing you how we move throughout the data collection period to ensure our responses. I will be around for 
questions later should you have questions, but I will move on from this slide.
Exactly, what is it that we are collecting? We have core topics, which include labor force status, characteristics 
of the job and the employer, work activities.  That is very important as we also are interested in research and 
development, and want to know how much of their job is related to research and development. We are looking at 
the relationship between education and occupation. Complete degree history, and community college enrollment has 
become very important in the United States, as we try to understand those pathways in and out of the workforce, and 
in and out of education. We also look at financial assistance for education, continuing education activities and also this 
list of demographic variables.
Those were our core topics. We also have opportunities for module topics. These topics are usually selected based 
on the needs of policymakers and researchers, and they are often repeated so that we can understand how the 
measures are changing overtime. Note here that the community college enrollment is listed as a module, but it was 
also listed on the core. That topic became so important as a module that it is now permanent on our survey. One of 
the reasons for this is that it helps us to understand what those pathways of the skilled technical workforce are. People 




I would like to talk a little bit about some recent changes. I wanted to point out that again depending on what the 
needs are of our science and engineering community, our researchers and our policymakers, we might make changes 
to our surveys. We are also looking to be more efficient and more effective in how we carry out these surveys, as 
we continue to suffer from declining response rates, and other things including budget that was mentioned before by 
someone else. So you see here that in 2010, we initiated this rotating panel design, so that we can have longitudinal 
information for respondents overtime. 
We moved to a web first data collection, that was a little difficult for respondents, or we thought it would be given 
that the age of our survey respondents is through 76. We wanted to be sure that we allowed enough time to acclimate 
people to the different types of response. And we have what we call an adaptive design, this is a new technique that 
allows one to see real time, what the response rates look like, so that you can make adjustments while you are in the 
field. So that, if we saw that potential bias situation with low participation by women for instance, we would do things 
to target that particular population to increase response. I mentioned the over sample of the young graduates so that 
we could eliminate the very expensive the National Survey of Recent College Graduates, and I have also talked with 
you about the college – community college enrollment, and educational debt.
Now what kind of resources do we have to use in order to implement this type of a survey? All of the staff that works 
on this survey are permanent staff. That is primarily because the National Survey of College Graduates uses the American 
Community Survey which has several titles from the U.S. Census Bureau requiring that the data remain confidential. 
And we are in an interagency agreement with them where we transfer funds for them to conduct the survey for us. The 
agreement period is three years and that is for one survey cycle. That is to allow us time to do the planning, the collection, 
the analysis and the dissemination for one year. This survey costs about $13 million per cycle. And here is the contact 
person in case you would like to ask someone specifically working on the survey, for more information.
What are some of the strengths and weaknesses? Well, we know for sure that we are providing reliable estimates of 
the science and engineering workforce by demographics, occupation and degree characteristics. And we are very much 
excited to be able to have information on the foreign-earned degree holders. That is because most of our surveys for 
the doctoral population are just for people who receive their doctorate within the U.S. Here we have a robust data set 
that allows analysis of those receiving their doctorates outside of the U.S., as well as those that are not only in science 
and engineering.
What are the challenges? This dependence that I have mentioned before on the American Community Survey.  It 
is a mandatory survey, and as such Congress has a lot of power to eliminate that survey, and they often do speak of 
eliminating the survey. If the survey were to be eliminated, we would have to find another source. That would present 
a big challenge for us. Increasing non-response in recent years. We have definitely been suffering with that. We are 
somewhat prepared in that. As I mentioned, we can use administrative records to understand what the bias might be. 
We have also been employing effective designs such as the adaptive design. Although we had 70% response rate this 
year, I think without some of those methods, we might have seen a five-percentage point difference of about 65%. 
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The granularity limitations have to do with how fine a description can we provide for the fields of degree. People 
not only want to understand about engineers, they want to know specifically about fine fields of engineering, but we 
are not always able to provide that. Often what happens with our data is that if you use a particular field of degree, 
and you were to cross that with other fields, then you would not have enough sample size to support the analysis that 
you want to conduct. So that is a challenge, but for this survey, we started off with about a million people eligible to 
participate, and we sample about a 120,000. So it is a very large sample size for robust statistics, but it is also limited in 
terms of the level of detail that we can provide.
So, how are people using the data? We are evaluating factors that influence the exiting of science and engineering 
occupation fields, as I have mentioned that several times now. This idea of pathways in and out: why are they 
occurring, and when are they are occurring? What type of an impact might it have on the science and engineering 
enterprise? We are looking at the labor market outcomes for foreign-earned degree recipients. We had heard that 
perhaps salaries were different and outcomes such as publication might be different in patents, so we are interested in 
understanding that. And then are there gender wage differences among the college-educated population?
I would like to share with you some of the uses for policy discussion. The data from our surveys are used in policy 
discussions of the executive and legislative branches of government, the National Science Board, NSF Management, 
the National Academy of Sciences, professional associations and other private and public organizations. Some specific 
examples; the Executive Office of the President has used the National Survey of College Graduate data to examine 
the contributions of immigrants in science and engineering occupations. The Commonwealth of one of our states, 
the Massachusetts Governor Advisory Council for Refugees and Immigrants, used the National Survey of College 
Graduates data to examine the number of foreign born residents that are trained healthcare professionals.
Another example, the Council of Graduate Schools uses the National Survey of College Graduate data to estimate 
the potential monetary cost and return on investment of pursuing advanced degrees which is the key element of 
the Council of Graduate Schools financial education website. We also have uses by researchers and analysts. Some of 
the topics that they have examined include occupational and organizational effects on wages among college-educated 
workers: whether our college costs are worth it, how ability, major, and debt affect returning to school. The analysis of 
field choice in college and graduate school: determinants and wage effects. So those are just some of the examples of 
how our data are used.
And then, we produce as I said the congressionally-mandated reports in different years, and I gave you the list of 
the people to whom those reports are delivered. The science and engineering indicators, is one of those very important 
reports, and we will be delivering that this January, the 15th to Congress and all of those that I mentioned. It provides 
a policy relevant, policy neutral, it does not evaluate or recommend policy, but it provides the information for that, and 
it gives a descriptive text to give voice to the data, so that policymakers can use it for laws in the United States.
With my last few moments here, I will briefly talk about the Baccalaureate and Beyond Survey. As I mentioned 
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before, it examines students’ education and work experiences. It follows several cohorts of students’ overtime, looking 
at their bachelor's degree, workforce participation, income, and debt repayment. Entry into and persistence through 
graduate school programs are among other indicators. This is a very rich survey. Just moments after I arrived here, 
I was able to get some additional information. It costs about $3.9 billion per base year for this survey. Considering 
that it is a decade survey, the total costs are 15.6 billion. They have 1.5 staff person within their actual organization 
that conducts the survey, and 38 contract staff. Their average sample size is about 20,000. They have two follow ups, 
the first is conducted one year after graduation, and the second one is conducted about four years later, and they are 
examining their labor market experiences. I encourage you to visit their website for more information, and I will be 
available for additional questions.
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NCSES: A Federal Statistical Agency
Mission
Responsible for statistical data on:
• Research and development (R&D)
• The science and engineering (S&E) 
workforce
• U.S. competitiveness in science and  
engineering
• The condition and progress of science, 
technology, engineering and mathematics 
(STEM) education in the United States
Publications and Products
• Special analytic reports
• InfoBriefs
• Detailed statistical tables
• Working papers designed to further 
exploration and discussion of a topic 
• National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics (NCSES) Background
• U.S. Surveys of College Graduates
• NCSES National Survey of College Graduates (NSCG)
• Purpose and Historical Background    
• Design 
• Resources 
• Data Usage 




“to promote the progress of science;
to advance the national health, prosperity, and welfare; 
to secure the national defense”
[NSF Act of 1950 (Public Law 81-507)]
NCSES Mission:
Responsible for statistical data on:
research and development (R&D);
the science and engineering (S&E) workforce;
U.S. competitiveness in science, engineering, technology, and R&D;
the condition and progress of science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) education in 
the United States.
[America COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2010 (Section 505)]
• Design and conduct 13 major national surveys 
• Gather science and technology (S&T) -relevant data from other agencies and 
organizations
• Develop and maintain databases on R&D, S&E education, the S&E workforce, 
and related areas
• Provide global context for U.S. data and enable comparisons and benchmarking 
through national and international collaborations
• Prepare and publish periodic reports for a broad clientele
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U.S. Federal Statistical Agencies with 
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ACS: American Community Survey OES: Occupational Employment Statistics Survey 
CPS: Current Population Survey SDR: Survey of Doctorate Recipients 
ECDS: Early Career Doctorates Survey     SED: Survey of Earned Doctorates 
GSS: Survey of Graduate Students and Postdoctorates in Science and Engineering 
IPEDS: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 
NSCG: National Survey of College Graduates
NCSES National Survey of College Graduates
• A biennial survey of the college graduate population residing in the United 
States, designed to provide national-level estimates
• Historically, sample selected from the once-a-decade decennial census long 
form
• Beginning with the 2010 NSCG, sample selected from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 
American Community Survey (ACS)
• Information from individuals educated or employed in S&E fields as well as 
those educated or employed in non-S&E fields 
• Data on the “stock” of scientists and engineers, including immigrants













With the current approach, at each stage, we are trying to understand:
• How many people are in this stage?
• What are their demographic characteristics?
• What are the short-term and long-term trends at that stage?







There is no distinct pipeline that individuals follow – education and career 
movement is better described as flows and pathways.  
NCSES National Survey of College Graduates: Design
• Complex sample design includes the following features:
• 6-year rotating panel design (baseline + 3 biennial follow-ups)
• Young graduate oversample (18,000)
• Cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses capability
• Stratified sample selection based on ACS information
• Degree level
• Field of degree
• Occupation
• Demographic group






NCSES National Survey of College Graduates: Methodology
• Most recent cycle: 2017 NSCG (reference date of February 1st)
• Contact types: letter, postcard, email, and telephone call
• Response modes: web, mail, and telephone
• Response rate: 70%
• Response distribution by mode
• 79% respond by web
• 12% respond by mail
• 9% respond by telephone
NCSES National Survey of College Graduates: Topics
Core Topics: Collected every survey round to produce basic labor force information
• Employment
• Labor force status
• Characteristics of job and employer
• Work activities
• Relationship of education and occupation
• Education
• Complete degree history
• Community college enrollment
• Financial assistance for education







• Number of children
NCSES National Survey of College Graduates: Recent Changes
• Sample Design and Survey Methodology
• 2010: Initial implementation of rotating panel sample design in response to the 
2008 CNSTAT recommendation
• 2013: “Web first” data collection strategy resulted in dramatic increase in 
response by web (35% in 2010; 79% in 2017)
• 2013: Implementation of adaptive design data collection strategies
• 2013: Implementation of young graduates oversample designed to replace the 
National Survey of Recent College Graduates (NSRCG) as coverage source 
for this important population
• Survey Content
• 2013: Inclusion of module questions on community college enrollment and
education debt
• 2015: Inclusion of module questions on professional certifications































































Module Topics: Periodically collected data to probe policy issues or to understand a 
subpopulation
• Professional certifications: 2015
• Community college enrollment: 2013, 2015
• Education debt (amount borrowed/owed): 2013, 2015
• Job satisfaction and attributes: 2003, 2010, 2013, 2015 
• Federal support of work: 2003, 2010, 2013, 2015
• Immigration information: 2003, 2010, 2013, 2015
• Organization of work: 2006
• International collaboration: 2006
• Academic positions: 2003
• Productivity measures (publications, patenting): 1995, 2003
NCSES National Survey of College Graduates: Topics
NCSES National Survey of College Graduates: Staffing & Budget
• Staff are all permanent federal employees
• Interagency agreement with the U.S. Census Bureau to conduct the       
survey
• Agreement period: 3 years (1 survey cycle)
• Survey cost: $13.4 million per cycle






NCSES National Survey of College Graduates: 
Strengths & Challenges
• Strengths
• Reliable estimation of 
• the S&E workforce by demographic, occupation, and degree characteristics
• foreign-earned degree holders
• Ability to measure inflow of new graduates into S&E workforce
• Comparison of S&E and non-S&E estimates
• Challenges
• Frame, current dependency on U.S. Census Bureau 
• Increasing nonresponse in recent years
• Granularity limitations (e.g., geography, race/ethnicity, detailed occupation)
Congressionally mandated biennial reports
• Women, Minorities, and Persons With Disabilities in Science and Engineering
(odd numbered years)
• Science and Engineering Indicators (even numbered years)
NCES Baccalaureate and Beyond Survey
Examines students’ education and work experiences after they complete a 
bachelor’s degree, with a special emphasis on the experiences of new 
elementary and secondary teachers
Following several cohorts of students over time, B&B
• Looks at bachelor’s degree recipients’ workforce participation, income and 
debt repayment, and entry into and persistence through graduate school 
programs, among other indicators 
• Addresses several issues specifically related to teaching, including teacher 
preparation, entry into and persistence in the profession, and teacher career 
paths 
• Gathers extensive information on bachelor’s degree recipients’ undergraduate 
experience, demographic backgrounds, expectations regarding graduate 
study and work, and participation in community service
NCSES National Survey of College Graduates: Data Usage
• Evaluation of factors that influence exiting the science and engineering 
occupational field including the role of degree field, family characteristics, and 
demographics
• Examination of labor market outcomes for foreign-earned degree recipients
• Gender wage comparisons among the college-educated population
Science and Engineering Indicators (SEI)
• Prepared by NCSES for the National Science Board
• Depicts the state of the U.S. and world S&E enterprise at a particular 
point in time
• Includes data from NSCG and other NCSES surveys, but also includes 
data from other high quality U.S. and international sources
• Provides 
• policy relevant policy neutral, does not evaluate or recommend policy 
options
• descriptive text that does not go beyond the data to provide 
explanations or interpretations
NCES Baccalaureate and Beyond Survey
The study includes two follow-ups 
• The first follow-up, which was conducted 1 year after graduation, explored both 
undergraduate education experiences and early post-baccalaureate employment 
and enrollment 
• The second follow-up, conducted in 2012, examined bachelor's degree recipients' 
labor market experiences and enrollment in additional postsecondary degree 






NCES Baccalaureate and Beyond Survey
Thank you for your interest
Emilda B. Rivers, Deputy Director, 
National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics 






Tracking the Pathways of 
Graduates from UK Universities
Rachel Hewitt
Data Policy and Governance Manager, Higher Education Statistics Agency
Thank you for the opportunity to speak today. My name is Rachel Hewitt, and I am Data Policy and Governance 
Manager at the Higher Education Statistics Agency, known as HESA. 
1. HESA and HESA data
Firstly, just to introduce who HESA are. HESA collect, process, and publish data about higher education in the UK. 
We are the trusted source of higher education data and analysis and we play a key role in supporting and enhancing 
the competitive strength of the sector. We have been collecting data from higher education providers since 1994, 
and now run 12 data collections from over 200 higher education providers. This includes the collection of data about 
students, universities themselves, staff at universities, and about graduates. We also collect data to support the decision 
making of prospective students. 
My team are responsible for ensuring the data we are collecting is meeting the needs of our stakeholders and 
proposing changes to the data. We also support universities through the submission of their data. 
Today I will be talking to you about the UK’s data collection on graduates and what they go on to do after 
university. I will cover the purpose, and history of the data collection, how the survey has been designed and what 
questions are asked of graduates. I will also touch on how the survey is run, and the resources required to do so, and 
finally discuss the onward use of the data. 
Firstly, why do we collect data about graduates?
We collect data on what graduates go on to do after university for a number of reasons. 
The most basic of this is that it is a statutory requirement for universities to collect and provide this data, in order 
to receive student funding. The higher education funding councils across the UK mandate them to collect this data, and 
submit it to HESA.
However, there are many other reasons to collect the data. It is used to support prospective students in making 
decisions about where they should study and what subjects they should be taking. It is also in high demand from 
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researchers looking into the labour market, is regularly picked up by the media and is used to make policy decisions in 
higher education.
More broadly, this data demonstrates the value of higher education through showing the progression of graduates 
into the labour market.
2. History of the collection of data on graduates. 
Data on graduates has been collected since HESA first started in 1994, through what was termed the First 
Destinations record. This has developed over time, and in 2002 it transitioned into the Destination of Leavers from 
Higher Education or DLHE survey. At the same time, we also started a longitudinal follow up survey – termed the 
Longitudinal DLHE. More recently, we have conducted a fundamental review of the data collected about graduates in 
the UK, which has led to the development of a new collection – the Graduate Outcomes survey.
Both the first destinations and the DLHE survey took the approach of being a census survey, meaning all graduates 
were invited to complete it. 
The survey ran six months after students graduated, and on an annual basis. The survey was conducted by 
universities, who processed the data and submitted this to HESA. 
The Longitudinal DLHE provided an opportunity for follow up in finding out what graduates are doing three years 
after the initial DLHE survey. It is a sample survey, so run on a subset of the overall group. It was conducted every 
two years and run by a central survey contractor. 
3. Fundamental review and Graduate Outcomes
In July 2015 we began a major review of the data we collect on graduates. This had four main aims: to future proof 
the data, ensuring we were adequately capturing future data requirements, improve efficiency of the data collection 
and reducing the burden on universities. It also aimed to ensure the methodology for carrying out the survey was fit-
for-purpose and take into account legislative developments in UK higher education. 
This review ran until July 2017, and involved significant input from stakeholders in the HE sector. This included 
running two consultations, both of which received responses from over 200 stakeholders. 
The outcome of this review was the development of the new Graduate Outcomes data collection. 
Graduate Outcomes is designed to capture rich, robust and innovative data about graduates, using a future-proof 
and efficient methodology. It continues the census approach, and will capture data from over six hundred thousand 
graduates a year.
The new survey will capture data fifteen months after a student graduates from a university. This will allow them 
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time to progress into the labour market, and settle into a career path, which was not adequately allowed for by the six 
month point of DLHE. The survey will now be run through central survey contractor, who will collect and process the 
data, and deliver this back to HESA. It will be funded through a university subscription. 
Graduate Outcomes has a steering group who oversee the implementation of this new survey and will continue 
to input into Graduate Outcomes as it moves into the business as usual phase. It will use linked data where possible, 
including linking tax records with the survey data, to understand the earnings of graduates. We will also link the data 
HESA holds on them as a student to find out what further study they may have gone on to do. 
4. Survey design
Now onto the survey design, including the kind of questions which are asked of graduates.
Although the data on graduates has changed over the years it has been collected, many of the questions have 
remained similar. Graduates are asked a range of questions on what they are doing after they have left university. 
These include, what activity they are undertaking, so whether they have gone into work, further study, or another 
direction. If they are working, they are asked where they are working, and what kind of role they are undertaking. 
This data is coded using national coding frames, to establish whether the work that they have gone into is of a 
‘professional or non-professional level’ and to establish which industry they have gone into. We also ask questions about 
whether a graduate has set up their own business or is developing a creative portfolio, in order to capture information 
about a diverse range of employment. The linked data I referred to earlier is used to establish what a graduate is 
earning in their work. 
Some graduates will go on to undertake further study after they leave university. For these graduates, we will ask 
questions about what they are studying, the level of qualification they are aiming for, and where they are studying. 
All graduates are asked a set of three questions, which we refer to as the ‘graduate voices questions’. These 
questions allow graduates to demonstrate their own picture of graduate success. The three question ask: whether what 
a graduate is doing fifteen months after their studies is on track with their future plans, whether what they are doing 
is meaningful and important to them, and whether they are using what they learnt during their studies in what they 
are currently doing. 
The survey is carried out online, over the telephone or on paper in some instances. Graduates tend to be contacted 
by a range of different methods, in order to encourage them to complete the survey. The survey uses advanced survey 
platforms to allow graduates to complete the survey. This includes ensuring that the platforms are smart phone 
compatible. 
The survey currently gets response rates of over eighty percent for UK domiciled full time students. Response rates 
for other groups vary. 
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5. Methodology and Resources required
Now onto how the survey is carried out, and the resources required to operate this survey in the UK.
Until recently the resource requirements had mainly been on universities to carry out the survey. They were 
required to conduct the survey themselves, so email and call graduates to ask them to complete it. They were also 
responsible for the extensive cleansing of the data that was required, to code the data and also quality assure the data. 
The running of the survey and processing of the data is estimated to cost universities around £4.5 million pounds 
every year. 
HESA’s role has been to support the universities through this data collection process. We are also tasked with 
developing survey systems for the respondents, and data collection systems for providers to submit their final survey 
data to us. We have a team who quality assure the data to ensure it’s validity and reliability. HESA then goes on to 
supply the finalised data back to universities and government agencies. 
With the fundamental review of this data, it was agreed that it was required to make efficiencies in the collection of 
this data. Therefore universities are no longer required to each individually conduct the survey and process the data. 
Instead they pay a subscription to HESA which pays for an single external survey contractor to run the survey, who 
HESA oversees. The universities are responsible for supplying contact details for their graduates to HESA, which we 
quality assure and pass onto the survey contractor. 
The survey contractor takes on responsibility for running the survey on behalf of all universities, and processing the 
data which is collected. 
6. Onward use of the data
Now I am going to move on to the onward use of Graduate Outcomes data. This data is in high demand for HESA, 
only second to the demand for data we hold on Students. 
HESA publishes data about graduate outcomes in a number of different ways. This includes:
A National Statistics statistical first release which is a form of official statistics in the UK. This is published every 
year, and marks our first release of the Graduate Outcomes data. 
HESA also publishes UK Performance Indicators which provide comparative data on the performance of universities 
across several areas, including the employment of graduates. 
HESA’s publications provide the full detailed data and analysis about what graduates do after they leave university. 
We are moving towards publish this data as open data, meaning it is as widely accessible as possible. 
Heidi Plus is a system which provides access to staff from UK universities in order to allow them to harness 
powerful insights from HE data, make the most of information on universities, including what graduates go on to do, 
and easily create data visualisations and dashboards to inform planning.
HESA also supply the dataset back to universities and government agencies, and also the wider public through 
HESA’s dedicated data and analysis services. 
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UK Performance Indicators are a range of statistical indicators intended to offer an objective measure of how an 
university is performing. 
These indicators are designed to provide reliable information on the nature and performance of the higher education 
sector in the UK and a consistent set of measures of this performance. This contributes to a greater public accountability by 
the sector, as well as ensuring that policy decisions can be made on the basis of consistent and reliable information.
The UK Performance Indicators have been published since 1996/97. These performance indicators currently cover:
• Widening participation indicators
• Non-continuation rates (including projected outcomes)
• Module completion rates
• Research output
• Employment of graduates.
Our employment of leavers performance indicators gather information about graduates who say they are working or 
studying (or both) six months after completing their studies.
For the last year of data, over 94% of graduates were in employment or further study at this time.
HESA’s custom data service complements the range of publications we produce. The team create customised 
extracts of data to meet specialised requirements. They receive over a thousand enquires for data a year and the data 
is supplied under a contract, restricting the uses of the data, so that no individuals can be identified. This is to ensure 
data protection regulations are met. 
We have recently created a HE Impact report for the UK sector. This includes a range of data, covering graduate 
outcomes and allows customers to analyse data from their selected geographical area of interest. It looks at the area 
they go to study (and if they come back) as well as those where they live while their at university and whether they 
go on to be employed there after graduation. There are around 30 different charts included across these areas. Some of 
the highlights include what occupations/industries these graduates go into as well as retention and employment rates.
There is a wide range of interested parties in graduate outcomes data who make requests to this team. We get 
enquires from academic and commercial researchers, the media, universities themselves, businesses, local, national, and 
international governments, employers’ organisations, students and charities.
The data on what graduates do after universities is also used in both UK and international league tables. These 
league tables rank universities depending on their score from a range of metrics. The metric on graduates tends to 
mirror the performance indicator – so how many graduates have gone into employment or further study six months 
after graduation. These league tables tend to be updated annually. 
Data on graduates is also used to inform prospective student’s choices. One of the ways this is done is through the 
Unistats website. Unistats is the official higher education website that allows prospective students to search for and 
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compare data and information on university and college courses from across the UK. It sets out each course at each 
university, and provides statistics on a range of different measures. 
For graduate outcomes data, this includes average salary, information about what the graduate is doing once they 
have completed their course, and what kind of job that course could get them into. 
Data on what graduates go on to do also feeds into government policy. The most recent example of this is the 
Teaching Excellence Framework. 
The Teaching Excellence Framework or TEF is a new scheme for recognising excellent teaching, in addition to 
existing national quality requirements for universities, colleges and other higher education providers. It provides 
information to help prospective students choose where to study.
Participating higher education providers receive a gold, silver or bronze award reflecting the excellence of their 
teaching, learning environment and student outcomes. The awards cover undergraduate teaching.
The teaching excellence framework contains a range of metrics, including the rate of graduates in employment or 
further study.
7. Date protection
The data that HESA holds includes personal and sensitive data about individuals. Therefore we need to ensure we 
are doing the upmost to meet data protection requirements. 
One of the ways in which we do this is to implement a rounding and suppression strategy to avoid identification of 
individuals. This includes rounding all counts of people to the nearest multiple of 5, not publishing percentages if they 
are fractions of small groups of people, and not publishing averages of small groups of people. 
HESA also produces data protection notices for each of the data collections we publish, setting out all the uses of the data 
and how the data protection legislation is adhered to. These are presented to graduates before they complete the survey. 
8. Summary
So to summarise:
• The UK has data on what graduates do after they leave university stretching back to the early nineties. The data 
we collect and how we collect it has recently undergone fundamental review which has formed the new Graduate 
Outcomes survey. 
• The survey seeks to find out about the activities a graduate is undertaking after leaving university, their 
employment or further study as well as measures of graduate success.
• The survey is funded by UK universities, and mandated by the UK higher education funding councils. 
• The data is used widely, to support universities, in government policy and to inform prospective students. All these 
uses must be within the data protection regulations we set out. 




Graduate Outcomes: Tracking the 
Pathways of Graduates from UK 
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Tracking the Pathways of Graduates 
from UK Universities
• Purpose of data collection
• History of data collection
• Survey design
• Resources required
• Onward use of the data
Why do we collect data about 
graduates?
• Statutory requirement for funding
• Supports prospective students
• High demand for the data from researchers, press, policy







Purpose of collecting data on graduate 
outcomes








• Follow up survey 
• Three years after DLHE
• Sample survey
• Conducted every two years
• Run by a central survey contractor
Graduate Outcomes
• Replaces the DLHE and Longitudinal surveys
• Census approach (600,000+ each year.)
• 15 months after graduation
• Run by a central survey contractor, funded by universities
• Steering group to oversee delivery
• Use of linked data
First Destinations/Destination of 
Leavers from Higher Education (DLHE)
• Census approach
• 6 months after graduation
• Conducted annually
• Run by universities
• Data submitted to HESA
• Ran from July 2015 
– July 2017
• Two consultations










What kind of questions will graduates 
be asked?
• What are they doing – working, further study, etc?
• Where are they working?
• What role have they taken?
• Information on entrepreneurs and creatives
• Linked data to understand earnings
Methodology
• Survey carried out:
− Online
− Over the telephone
− On paper (in some instances)
• Response rates
− 80% UK-domicilied full time students
First Destinations/DLHE resourcing
• Universities resource:
− Running the survey
− Processing the data (coding, quality assurance)
− Cost estimated to be around £4.5 million a year
• HESA
− Supporting universities in the collection process
− Developing systems to collect the data 
− Processing the data (quality assurance)
− Supplies the data back to universities and government 
agencies 
What kind of questions will graduates 
be asked?
• What are they studying?
• Level of qualification
• Where are they studying?
• Future plans
• Meaningful and important




− Pay a subscription to HESA
− Supply contact details to HESA
• HESA
− Oversees the survey contractor running the survey
− Supplies the data back to universities and government 
agencies 
• Survey contractor
− Running the survey






Onward use of the data








HESA open data 
publications
Heidi Plus






through HESA data 
and analysis 
services
Types of data output
Custom data service
• Complements the 
range of publications
• Customised extracts of 
data to meet 
specialised 
requirements
• Receive around 1,200 
enquiries annually
• Data supplied under 
contract








TEF (Teaching Excellence Framework)
Data protection
• Personal and sensitive data
• Counts - rounded to the nearest multiple of 5.
• Percentages not published if they are fractions of a small 
group of people (fewer than 22.5).
• Averages not published if they are averages of a small 
group of people (7 or fewer).
• Collection notices
TEF Metrics 
The teaching on my course
Assessment and feedback
Non-continuation rates









Tracking the Pathways of Graduates 
from UK Universities
• Data has been collected since 1994/95
• Recent updates – now collecting the Graduate Outcomes survey
• Survey investigates activities of graduates after leaving university 
• Survey funded by UK universities







Labor Market Data to
Improve College Student Success
Huijung Chu
Research Fellow, Korea Research Institute for Vocational Education and Training
First, I would like to thank you for inviting me to this important symposium and for giving me an opportunity 
to discuss higher education issues. As two presenters already emphasized the importance of the accumulating and 
utilizing the data in the higher education, I also would like to emphasize the significance of collecting data in higher 
education. It is the most important thing to give effects on the outcomes of higher education and the quality of 
education as well.
Today, I am going to discuss four items. Firstly, I will go over the surveys performed in Korean higher education. I 
chose only four kinds of surveys to introduce to you. One of them is the Graduate Occupation Mobility Survey (GOMS) 
which already Hamanaka-san explained before. Secondly, I am going to give you detailed information on survey design 
and targets of the GOMS. And then I will touch the survey method of GOMS. Lastly, I am going to show you some 
examples and the utilization of the GOMS.
Survey on the shift of higher education graduates into the labor market
There are several surveys conducted in Korea these days. I cannot tell how many surveys we have, but I believe 
that the KEEP, the Korean Education, and Employment Panel survey, is one of the representative surveys which has 
been performed for fourteen years, since 2003 when the survey was carried out the first time. The purpose of the 
survey is to grasp matters such as educational experience, a continuation of study, career path, and shift to working 
life of young people, and to provide useful information on education by grasping the educational experiences. In 2003, 
the targeted survey group was 9th graders and 12th graders. It is a 3rd grader in a middle school a 3rd grader in 
high school. 2,000 samples were extracted from the middle school depending on the type of higher education and 2,000 
from the vocational education, and 2,000 from the general high school students. Selecting 100 schools, this survey was 
conducted every year for the last 14 years and then includes 100 items of questions.
This year I analyzed the KEEP data targeting of 9th graders, and I found that there are four different latent groups. 
One was a NEET, and another was a FREETER, the third group was the ones who were employed but not satisfied 
with their job. I named the third latent group as “Bluebird Syndrome.” People in this group are never content with 
reality and seek for a new job. The other was the happiest group in which people are satisfied with their job. This kind 
of long-term analysis that I did shows the importance of the detailed policy development to satisfy different needs of 
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policy receivers. If you think of the youth as one group, you cannot develop specified policies.
We have another survey. It is called the Employment Statistics. The survey’s purpose is to analyze various statistical 
materials where education and labor markets are combined, and it provides necessary and useful basic information 
for education policy formation, education-related study and career guidance for students. The survey is targeted for 
university graduates. It is performed every year, and its sample size is 500,000. And this is a complete count of the 
survey and conducted every year, and survey items include information on employment findings and confirmation to 
specialty and then hiring channel and occupation and et cetera.
The former two surveys are targeted for undergraduate students, the other two surveys are, here I show, targeted 
graduate students rather than undergraduate students. One survey named Survey on Graduate with a Master’s or 
Doctor’s Degree. We survey the actual situation of education and the shift of new domestic graduates with master’s 
and doctor’s degrees every year and collect and provide better basic materials for the formation of sophisticated human 
resource policies at the graduate level. And the other one is the Survey on Activity of Doctoral Human Resources. This 
survey is targeted for doctoral degree graduate living in South Korea and households with doctoral degree graduates.
I showed four surveys. We have more surveys that I did not explain today. Next time if I have a chance to introduce 
to you, I can do that, but today I would like to focus on the Graduate Occupation Mobility Survey (GOMS). This is one 
of the most frequently used surveys in Korea these days, so this one has two legal bases. One based on the Article 
17 of the Basic Employment Policy Act and the other one is Article 8 of the Statistics Act. And the survey method is 
pretty different from the U.K. or U.S. This one is an individual interview where investigators directly visit respondents 
and record all the answers. The survey was built up by the Labor Market Analysis Division of the Ministry of Labor 
and Employment Panel Survey and Analysis Team of the Korean Employment Information Service (KEIS). I am going 
to show you the organization chart of this creating team, and the survey and release cycle is a year.
This picture shows the agency took us performing a survey called Korea Employment Information Service. This 
organization has four departments. One of the departments is the Employment Information Research Division. 
Employment Panel Survey and Analysis team belongs to the EIRD and is composed of 15 staff members. They produce 
the GOMS data, but I do not think they are working on GOMS only because KEIS has two more surveys, so they are 
handling other surveys as well. They do not directly carry out the surveys. They have an agency so that a contract-
based research company participates in this survey. 
Background and purpose of the Graduates Occupational Mobility Survey (GOMS)
And let me give you a brief explanation of background and purpose of the GOMS. There were two mainstreams; one 
is from the social background. I just wonder how many you know about the Korean higher education and its situation. 
Korean higher education, well I can say, developed 60 years ago after Korean War. Well, we had a university, but 
it is not a kind of modern university as you can imagine. The modern university started after the Korean War, and 
suddenly you know how many high school students go to the university in Korea these days? Yes, it is very high. 80% 
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of school-aged students go to the university. Regarding higher education entrance rate, Korea ranked second highest 
among the OECD countries. How did it happen? Well, the university establishment rule in 1997 came up. When the rule 
became effective, building a university becomes easier than before. With eagerness for the education demands as Japan 
did, as many other Asian countries did, parents wanted to send their kids to the college. Coping with this eagerness 
and demands for the higher education, the number of university was expanded rapidly, and then the number of college 
students became larger and larger although many higher education researchers and politicians and stakeholders 
worried about the quality of higher education. Many parents are satisfied with the higher education expansion policy.
In 1997, foreign exchange crisis attacked the small Korean economy. Companies started to fire their employees, and 
then they stop to hire new graduates. Since then, you may have heard of this word ‘employment ice age.’ You might have 
in Japan as well. Korean new college graduates are suffering from and going through such an ice age these days. In 2008, 
as you may well know, the global financial crisis affected again the new graduate’s labor market, and it became social 
issues. Due to the economic hardness, what so-called, ‘Kangaroo Kids’ is increasing in Korea. These kids do not leave their 
home and depend on their parents. It reflects that the parents’ burden becomes bigger and bigger, and the social problems 
in the youth become aggravated. As high unemployment rate among highly educated young people grows worsens, 
multilateral policies in response are promoted for supporting a smooth shift of colleges graduates into the labor market.
Meeting with the social, environmental changes, there were political back streams. The Year of 2004 is the first year 
of president Roh’s presidency. He promised that he would pour his effort to improve human resource development 
polices. And this was discussed in his first-year presidency, and then human resource development law was passed. 
With this desirable discussion among the politicians and the president’s office, in the year of 2005, as a part of the 
Basic Plan for National Human Resource Development and the Human Resource Supply and Demand Infrastructure 
Construction project of the Office for Government Policy Coordination was adopted. And finally, in October the 
promotion of GOMS was reported in the Prime Minister’s office. In 2006, finally, GOMS could be started. 
The purpose of the survey was to research career development and occupational mobility and constructing a 
database, so it attempted to provide the basic materials regarding entrance and mobility between education and the 
labor market and alleviate the mismatch of the human resource supply and demand. With the sudden decrease in the 
number of university graduate of the young generation, university restructuring, and policies on higher education such 
as an implementation of the education information public notice system are visualized. It was expected to provide 
empirical pieces of evidence on university graduates’ entrance into the labor market and stabilization process to 
respond to changes in the higher education market. Lastly, to grasp the relationship between education and the labor 
market, the survey investigates the factors affecting transition and mobility in the labor market. And it was expected 
to provide basic information to build up labor policies and human resources supply and demand policies.
Survey design and target of GOMS
Now, I am going to explain the survey design and target of the GOMS. “2005GOMS” was constructed in 2006, which 
was the first year of this project. It conducted a primary survey of 25,000 young graduates, which accounted for about 
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5% of university graduates in August 2004 and February 2005, and the constructed samples finally were 26,544 in total 
for the primary survey. The second survey was completed in 2007, and the third in 2008. Starting from the Graduates 
Occupational Mobility Survey in 2007, we call “2007GOMS,” the survey design was changed to a short-term panel 
survey, where the primary survey and one follow-up survey two years later are conducted. I think you may raise a 
question, “Why did they change the survey?” Think of it. Well, I will give you my answer later in the discussion session. 
The survey design as you can see in this flowchart, the class of 2005GOMS was performed in 2006, 2007, and 2008 
in a row, but they changed the survey design, and then class of 2007 performed survey in 2008, and three years 
later, I mean after the graduation, three years later it was performed in 2010. There were one main survey and the 
follow-up survey until 2010. And then they changed again the survey design; it is a one-time survey since the class of 
2011. Currently, we can see the result every year, and we can access the data in May, and the GOMS team holds a 
conference using this survey data. Every year, I participate in, and I see the differences every year. 
And In regards of the population, how do we get the population? We get the target population from the statistics 
named Employment Statistics on Graduates from the Institutions of Higher Education. GOMS team receives lists of 
graduates that cover about 30% of graduates from universities. These statistics created by the Korean Education 
Development Institute (KEDI), and the recent one was created in 2014. Why do we use this frame of sample 
extraction? Employment Statistics on Graduates from Institutions of Higher Education have been conducted since 2004. 
And since 2006, a database of 560,000 graduates, including those from general graduate schools has been produced and 
maintained. And in regard of sample design, we allocate samples with the school department as the stratified variables. 
And probability proportion to size, so the school location, the type of school, and gender are considered when extracted. 
For the detailed information, you can refer to my handouts.
Survey method and Utilization of GOMS
There were two strategies to increase a respondent rate. The first step is a preparatory survey. This one is carried 
out by the Computer Aided Telephone Interview (CATI), and the second main survey is, as I told you, the investigator 
face-to-face using the tablet PC. The surveyors visit interviewees’ home or workplace. First, surveyors decide a place 
to meet for face to face interview during the preparatory survey over the phone. And then, this is the flowchart of the 
survey, confirmation of the target, and the information of the survey and encouragement of the participation. The total 
number of survey items is almost up to 420 of nine categories. Interviewees do not need to answer all the questions. 
Depending on their situation, they can selectively answer questions. It takes about 40 minutes to finish all the survey 
questions. And public relations are the most important factor to increase a respondent rate. All PR activities go on 
these websites, and current status of the respondent rates as here you can see is much higher than 80%. Please refer 
the specific data in the chart handed out.
Then how do you utilize this survey data? Yes, we have a lot of users. We have users in central government, local 
government, and various research institutes, and graduate students can also use this one and teachers can use in their 
career education classes. 
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Then this here goes a tip how we keep secrets and security. I want to highlight the prevention of loss, outflow, and 
damage in the collection, processing and the custody stage of the materials. Respondents are given an ID and password 
to prevent access by other people in the survey program when the tablet PC is connected to the program. The 
investigators immediately transfer survey results to the main database, and so this helps us preventing from losing 
data. 
How do we use the data to establish public policies? Well, me by myself as a researcher in one of national research 
institutes use this survey data to make policy suggestions. For example, “Bunkei”, I mean, students majoring in arts 
and literature usually have a hard time to get a job. A couple of years ago, I could analyze inconsistency between 
job placement and major of studies. I found a pretty big mismatch in Bunkei students’ employment. Based on low 
employment rate and labor market mismatch of students whose major is humanities and social science, Me and several 
researchers suggested that the necessity of specified policy for Bunkei students to find their job. Finally, central 
government launched a policy program for them. 
I hope the results and analysis of the GOMS can change the higher education in Korea, but we cannot expect 
one study can make a big change. But based on this mismatch, especially majoring in Arts and the Literature, the 
government launched a new program, Industry Professional Practice, IPP. This program helped changes of a university 
curriculum. As you know, in Korea, we have big, huge invisible walls between the departments in colleges and 
universities. Once one student chose his or her major in the field of art and humanities, it is not easy to take a course 
in the engineering department. After this IPP program launched, students, mostly girls, who entered to the Bunkei 
could take classes and get a credit in the field of engineering. They learned IT skills, earning their collegiate graduate, 
and then some of them who prepared enough IT skills got a job even in Japan. Some of the empirical studied have 
shown that the IPP program satisfied the Bunkei students. Owing to positive response by policy takers, the number of 
IPP program participating universities increased from 13 in 2015, to 60 now. You may ask, is there any other promising 
results? Yes, we have. Comparing these participating universities with others, we found higher job attainment in the 
IPP program takers. This can be just a small example. We have more others, but the time is up for me so that we may 
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the actual situation of 
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I. Survey on the shift of higher education graduates into 
the labor market
1. Higher education in South Korea–Type of surveys on the shift into the labor market (1)
2. Outline of Graduates Occupational Mobility Survey
I. Survey on the shift of higher education graduates into 
the labor market
 Survey name: Graduates Occupational Mobility Survey
 Legal basis
Created by: Labor Market Analysis Division of the Ministry of Labor and
Employment Panel Survey and Analysis Team of the Korea Employment 
Information Service
Survey and release cycle: One year/one year
• Promotes projects based on Article 17 of the Basic Employment Policy Act
• Conducts statistics based on approval by General Statistics No. 327004
according to Article 8 of the Statistics Act
Survey method
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Research Planning & 
Coordination Team
Labor Market Analysis Team
Employment Forecasting Team
Employment Policy Monitoring 
Team
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Analysis Team
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Six senior researchers 
One manager
Five researchers
I. Survey on the shift of higher education graduates into 
the labor market
The worsening of the employment 
situation for university graduates 
among the young generation (15-
29 years old) is one of the most 
serious social problems. The 
situation is that national level 
socioeconomic loss and 
economic and mental burdens on  
graduates and their parents have 
been aggravated.
Therefore, a survey is conducted on career 
development and occupational mobility of 
university graduates to build and analyze the 
database. The survey is carried out aiming to 
provide reliable information regarding the 
relationship between education and the labor 
market, and to be utilized as a basic material 
to form policies to overcome the problem of 
unemployment among highly-educated young 
people.
As the unemployment problem of highly-
educated young people worsens, 
multilateral policies in response are 
promoted for supporting a rational and 
smooth shift into the labor market through 
analysis of the current situation of the shift 
into the labor market after graduating from 
university
II. Background and purpose of GOMS
1. Social background
II. Background and purpose of GOMS
2. Policy background
II. Background and purpose of GOMS
2004: Presented and discussed as a task to improve the human resource 
supply and demand structure at the Human Resources Development 
Research Development Planning Group of Office for Government Policy 
Coordination in November, 2004
2005: Adopted as part of the Basic Plan for National Human Resource Develo
pment (2005) and the Human Resource Supply and Demand Infrastructure Co
nstruction project of the Office for Government Policy Coordination. In Octob
er, the promotion of GOMS was reported in the Prime Minister report on the P
roposed Improvement Plan for Infrastructure of Human Resource Supply and 
Demand Outlook
2006: Completion of GOMS
III. Survey design and target of GOMS
II. Background and purpose of GOMS
 By conducting a survey on career development and occupational mobility
and constructing a database, we attempt to provide basic materials
regarding entrance and mobility between education and the labor market,
and alleviate the mismatch of human resource supply and demand
With the sudden decrease in number of university graduates of the young 
generation, university restructuring, and policies on higher education such 
as implementation of the education information public notice system are 
visualized, the survey provides empirical materials on university graduates’ 
entrance into the labor market and the stabilization process to respond to 
changes in the university education service market
 To grasp the relationship between education and the labor market, 
investigate the factors that affect entrance into and mobility in the labor 
market, and provide basic materials to form labor policies and human 







III. Survey design and target of GOMS
 2005 GOMS was constructed in 2006, which was the first year of this project. 
It conducted a primary survey of 25,000 people, which accounted for about 
5% of university graduates in August 2004 and February 2005
 Constructed samples of 26,544 in total for the primary survey, the second 
survey was completed in 2007, and the third in 2008
 Starting from the Graduates Occupational Mobility Survey in 2007 
(2007GOMS), the survey design was changed to a short-term panel survey,  
where the primary survey and one follow-up survey two years later are 
conducted
1.Survey design (1)
III. Survey design and target of GOMS
2.  Population
Definition of the target population
• Statistics name: Employment Statistics on Graduates from Institutions of 
Higher Education
- Receive lists of graduates that cover about 30% of graduates from universities
• Created by: Korean Education Development Institute (KEDI)
• Year of creation: Every year (the material used most recently was created in 
2014)
• Reason for selection as the frame of sample extraction:
Employment Statistics on Graduates from Institutions of Higher Education have 
been conducted since 2004. From 2006, a database of 560,000 graduates, 
including those from general graduate schools, have been maintained. These 
materials provide information that matches the most closely with the target 
population
IV. Survey method of GOMS
III. Survey design and target of  GOMS
Graduation 
year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Class of 2005 ● ● ●
Class of 2006
Class of 2007 ▣ ◎
Class of 2008 ▣ ◎
Class of 2009 ▣ ◎
Class of 2010 ▣ ◎
Class of 2011 ▣
Class of 2012 ▣
Class of 2013 ▣





III. Survey design and target of GOMS
Method and process of sample design
3. Sample design
• Basically allocation of samples with school department as the stratified variable. Uses
the method of sampling with probability proportional to size, so the school location, type
of school and gender are considered when extracted
• Allocation method for sample size by department 
- After proportionally allocating the target based on the number of graduates by department (small
classification) and allocating the square root, they are compromised
- After allocating the target with consideration of the coefficient of variation (CV) of employment
rate by department using the survey result from the previous year, they are compromised with
the allocation result
- If there are less than 30 people per department in the sample frame, a complete count survey is
conducted. If there are less than 30 people as a result of allocation, oversampling is carried out
so 30 people are allocated
IV. Survey method of GOMS
1. Survey method
Preparatory survey
• Survey through CATI  (Computer Aided Telephone Interview)
• Implement a primary CATI in order to confirm participation in the survey 
and accuracy of the sample list extracted by Korean Education 
Development Institute
Main survey
• Survey through TAPI (Tablet Aided Personal Interview)
• Implement an interview where the respondent responds to the 
investigator face-to-face using a tablet PC after an interviewer visits the 






IV. Survey method of GOMS
2. Flow chart of the survey
- Confirm suitability of the target: studying abroad, obligatory military service, long-term
hospitalization
- Confirm identity of the target: name, class year
Confirmation of 
the target
- Explain the reason of the phone call and the gist of the survey
- Inform of the survey method and encourage participation in the
survey
- Understand participation and the reason for non-participation when
refused
Information of 
the survey and 
encouragement 
of participation
- Check the response and degree of cooperation from
the target for this survey




- Interviewers visit homes (workplaces)
and implement interviews
Implementation 
of the actual 
survey
IV. Survey method of GOMS
3. Survey item (2)
Survey item Survey purpose
I. Experience of language training and 
foreign language exams Analyze the impact of foreign language skill on employment
J. Goals regarding employment before 
graduation Analyze desired jobs and reservation wage while in university
K. Preparation for employment and other 
matters Analyze various factors that affect employment
L. Education and training for business skill 
improvement
Grasp the actual situation of education and training for 
business skill improvement
M. Acquired qualifications Analyze the impact of qualification acquisition on employment
N. Preparation for exams Grasp the current situation of preparation for civil service exams and professional qualification exams
O. Measures for employment of young
people
Analyze result of measures for the employment of young 
people
P. Personal information Grasp demographic characteristics of this survey
IV. Survey method of GOMS

































Male 14,218 10,251 10,527 9,647 9,581 9,736 9,323 9,528
Female 12,326 7,799 7,539 8,364 8,497 8,563 8,927 8,632
Type of 
school
Two-three years 9,981 5,354 5,239 6,281 5,630 5,460 5,542 5,395
Four years 15,910 12,611 12,416 11,397 12,169 12,483 12,272 12,325
University of 
education 653 85 411 333 279 356 436 440
Sphere
Seoul area 5,901 3,865 3,516 3,885 3,843 3,693 3,809 4,075
Gyeonggi and
Gangwon area 6,746 4,775 4,827 5,263 4,562 5,180 4,699 4,711
Chungcheong 
area 3,733 2,533 2,744 2,546 2,734 2,510 2,842 2,904
Gyeongsang area 6,600 4,397 4,527 3,649 4,539 4,441 4,693 4,299
Jeolla and Jeju 
area 3,564 2,480 2,452 2,668 2,400 2,475 2,207 2,171
5. Current status of respondents by year
IV. Survey method of GOMS
3. Survey item (1)
Number of survey items: about 420
Survey item Survey purpose
SQ. Determine the status of economic acti
vities
Calculate employment related indexes such as hiring rate, ado
ption rate, and unemployment rate
A. Current job Analysis of the actual condition through grasping the qualitative and quantitative current situation regarding the current job
B. Job hunting Investigation of the current situation of unemployed people and the jobs they would like in the future
C. Non-economic activities Analysis regarding latent unemployment
D. First job Analyze the actual situation regarding the shift into one’s first job
E. Job experience Implement analysis regarding employment mobility through job experience excluding that of first and current jobs
F. School life Analyze the impact of school life on employment
G. Continuation of study after graduation Grasp the actual situation of additional study
H. Job experience while in university Grasp the actual situation of part-time jobs while in university, such as the purpose
IV. Survey method of GOMS
- Korea Employment Information Service 
website
Online PR
- Job search websites - Management of GOMS website
Publication in 
newspapers PR at universities
Documents on survey 
implementation
- Distribution of information materials:
(August 24, 2015, The Dong-a Ilbo） - Putting up posters on bulletin boards at 
each major university
- Distribution of written requests for 
cooperation in the survey by the Korea 
Employment Information Service, 
Ministry of Employment and Labor
4. Public Relations (PR) of the Survey






V. Utilization of GOMS
 Utilize as a basic material for human resource supply and demand
outlook
 Utilize as a basic material for forming policies on unemployment
problems of young and highly-educated people
 Utilize as objective materials for academic and career counselling
 Utilize as a basic material for studies regarding inconsistency between
area of study and occupation
 Utilize as a basic material for studies regarding the shift from school to
the labor market and stabilization
1. Main utilization field
V. Utilization of GOMS
3. Protection of secrets and security
 Collection, processing, and custody of materials
 Prevention of loss, outflow, and damage in the collection, processing, and custody stage of
materials
• (Material collection phase) Protect secrets according to Article 33 of the Statistics Act (Protection of Secrets)
• (Material input phase) Protect secrets upon receiving a security agreement from the person in charge of material input
• (Material processing phase) Protect secrets according to Article 7 (Management, Supervision, etc. regarding the
Outsourcee) of the Personal Information Processing Outsourcing Agreement
• (Material storage phase) Store materials according to the statistics management rule of the Korea Employment
Information Service
 Material to be delivered
• Delete personally identifiable survey items (such as university names, addresses, email addresses,
phone numbers, and business entity names (company names))
• Give an ID and password to each respondent: a measure to prevent access by other people in the
survey program when the tablet PC is connected to the said program
• Immediate transfer of survey results: maintain survey results in the case of loss, damage, etc. of the
tablet PC by immediately sending results to the computer at the headquarters after completing the
survey
• Authorize material processing: a measure to prevent loss, outflow, and damage of the materials by
giving authority to the relevant persons on material processing and storage
V. Utilization of GOMS











• Direction of improvement in employment support policies
- Improvements to be made with a focus on “employment quality improvement such as the elimination of
inconsistency with the area of study, student-centered, and support for students struggling with job
shortages” with the policies “focusing on job creation, company-centered, and science-and-technology-
centered)”
• Improvement in management of Employment Academy for Young People
- Employment support program operating cooperatively with participating companies to develop human
resources that can be well adapted to the work site by providing curriculum (theory and on-the-job
training) that is needed in the industrial world
- Improve the current management style that focuses on science and technology students, and operate a
model that specializes in humanities and social sciences, entitles graduates of humanities to enter into
programs mainly for current students, curriculums where humanities and science and technology are
fused and compounded, and long-term program targeting students of humanities
• Improve operation of the job-study parallel system in four-year universities
- Long-term on-the-job training system operating cooperatively with companies, where university terms
(first and second semesters) and systematic on-the-job training are done in parallel (Industry
Professional Practice, IPP)
- Increase the number of target universities from 13 in 2015 to 25 in 2016 and 60 in 2017, and expand
from current operation centering on science and technology to include humanities and social sciences
V. Utilization of GOMS
2. Main users and purpose
 Government departments such as the Ministry of Labor and Ministry of Strategy and Finance: utilize as a
basic material for forming policies related to young people and university graduates
 Employment Information Service: utilize as a basic material for human resource supply and demand
outlook
 Local government and their affiliated research institutions: utilize for studies relating to local employment
and policy formation
 Various research institutions: utilize as an analysis material for research projects implemented by each
institution
 Graduate students: utilize as an analysis material for writing a thesis for a degree
 Junior and senior high schools and job placement agencies: utilize as objective statistics for academic
and career counselling (recruitment information for university graduates)
 Nation: Provide an analysis material regarding major problems relating to employment (such as
Employment Issues and Employment Panel Briefing)
V. Utilization of GOMS












area of study and 
occupation after 
employment
• Have been working on industry-university cooperation in a focused
manner from 2002 in order to improve the employment rate of university
graduates
- Leaders in INdustry-university (college) Cooperation (LINC)
• Supportive functions for employment and business start ups for university
students are strengthened, and some good results have been achieved.
Most of the companies are satisfied with the LINC project
• However, the problem that employment support policies like this focusing
on job creation and qualitative increase and supplier- and science-and-
technology-student-centered becomes actualized
• As job shortage for the young generation worsens, job shortages and
inconsistencies between employment and area of study for students of
humanities and social sciences are posed as a problem
• As a result of confirmation through GOMS, there is a low rate of
consistency between the employment rate and area of study for students
of humanities and social sciences (Oh, et al., 2014)
• Due to the low employment rate of students of humanities and social
sciences, avoidance of studying humanities and social sciences caused
by that, and apprehension that the situation for those studies would get
worse, there is demand to strengthen employment support for students
who study humanities and social sciences
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The Quality Assurance of
University Education focusing on
Occupational Outcomes:
The need to accumulate
data for empirical research
Yuki Honda
Professor, Graduate School of Education, the University of Tokyo
Good afternoon ladies and gentlemen. My name is Honda from the University of Tokyo. After four very informative 
lectures you must be quite tired. My final lecture is somewhat supplementary to the previous lectures, so please relax 
during my lecture. 
Introduction
As already mentioned by Mr. Hamanaka, there has been a serious lack in Japan of stationary large-scale surveys 
conducted by government agencies focusing on what students learn in university and what career paths they take 
after graduation. Today, we learned that in the United States, United Kingdom, and Korea, much effort and investment 
have been made to collect rich and robust information. My presentation reflects my frustration, reporting the findings 
of the pilot studies or trails that I have conducted as an individual researcher to counter this situation in Japan. 
However, as you will later find out, the survey findings that I will introduce is quite different from those introduced by 
my predecessors in that they focus on disciplinary subject areas, based on the analysis of a small sample restricted to 
the humanities and social sciences. 
Mr. Hamanaka’s presentation reminded me of how difficult it is in surveys conducted by individual researchers or 
groups of researchers rather than government agencies to gain cooperation from universities, students, and graduates. 
University education and professional careers after graduation are influenced by multiple factors.  The effort to 
understand such complex issues requires survey instruments with many question items, requiring considerable time 
and effort of respondents, which negatively impact the response rate. My experience is not an exception. Nevertheless, 
I believe my research findings provide some interesting implications which I would like to share with you today.
1. Background of the research
(1) Increased interest in policies for “quality assurance of university education”
I would like to first explain the background of why I decided to conduct this research. As shown here in this slide, 
policy interest in the quality assurance of university education, particularly in the disciplines has become increasingly 
evident since the turn of the century in Japan. The movement was preceded by the development by academic societies 
and government agencies of a series of model core curricula for professional education aimed at enhancing the quality 
of professional qualifications. This year, the model core curriculum for teacher education was developed inviting intense 
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discussion. This movement for the development of model core curricula in professional education has led to a statement 
in the 2005 report by the Central Council for Education about the desirability of developing core curricula for the 
enhancement of university education not only for professional education but also for academic education in disciplinary 
areas. A similar statement was made again in the 2008 report by the Central Council for Education. Simultaneously in 
2008, a request was made by the Higher Education Bureau of the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and 
Technology (MEXT) to the Science Council of Japan (SCJ) representing the Japanese academia to deliberate on the 
quality assurance of university education in disciplinary areas. In other words, the government requested the Science 
Council of Japan to define in its own terms the approach to assuring the quality of disciplinary education. In response to 
this request, the Science Council of Japan published a report in August 2010, stating that the Science Council of Japan 
would develop “Disciplinary Reference Points for Curriculum Design and Quality Assurance of University Education” 
that would guide universities in developing curricula in disciplinary areas. As of October 2017, reference points for 31 
disciplinary areas have been posted on the Science Council of Japan’s website.
(2) Lack of evidence for discussion and policy making regarding the quality assurance of disciplinary education
The disciplinary reference points are statements regarding the purpose and recommended approaches to disciplinary 
education. As with the recently developed model core curriculum for teacher education, these statements are not based 
on empirical evidence of effective approaches. They are largely based on ideas of good practice. According to a survey 
conducted by the National Institute for Academic Degrees and University Evaluation, the reference points have rarely 
been referenced.  It is becoming clear that despite the fact that these reference points were the product of enormous 
time and effort spent by members of the Science Council of Japan, they are not fulfilling their function as reference 
points when universities actually develop curricula.
For those of us in Japan, I believe it is still fresh in our memory the notification regarding the direction of the third 
cycle mid-term goals and mid-term plans of national university corporations issued by the Minister of MEXT in June 
2015. The notification included a passage stating that with regard to undergraduate and graduate programs in teacher 
education , humanities, and social sciences, national universities must take into consideration the shrinking 18 year-
old population, the demand for human resources, the need to sustain the level of education and research, and its role 
as national universities when developing plans for institutional reorganization, encouraging national universities to 
terminate programs with low societal demand or to convert them into areas of higher demand. Such notification had 
in fact appeared in earlier policy documents, but was spot-lighted by the media in June 2015, drawing strong attention 
and criticism. The statements underlined in red were criticized as indicating MEXT’s position supporting the down-
sizing and termination of education in the humanities and social sciences. This developed into such a situation in which 
the executive board of the Science Council of Japan had to announce a statement against the notification. The statement 
on the one hand argued that “the legitimacy of pointing out the humanities and social sciences and requesting for 
termination or conversion of their programs was questionable,” while on the other hand admitted that “faculty members 
in the humanities and social sciences have not been successful in fully explaining to society what knowledge, skills, and 
attitudes their disciplinary areas aim to nurture in students, or what contributions they have made to the academia as a 
whole.”. In other worlds, the Science Council of Japan had to admit that the humanities and social sciences have failed to 
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appropriately explain to society and academia the importance of its existence based on evidence.
This is a brief overview of developments in Japan. I am critical to the fact that decisions have been based not on 
robust research but on assumptions.  The content and approaches to university education and its outcomes after 
graduation can be understood from multiple perspectives, including personality formulation, cultural enrichment, 
sociability, citizenship, and employability. Occupational outcomes are particularly important for individuals as well as 
society in sustaining socio-economic development. It is from this standpoint that I feel it is important to empirically 
examine the impacts of university education on occupational outcomes.
2. Research trends regarding occupational outcomes of university education
Research on the impact of university education on occupational outcomes does exist in Japan. However, due to 
methodological difficulties and problems associated with research design, I believe that we have limited understanding 
of the situation. As shown here on this slide, many of the surveys in Japan on this topic have been cross-sectional, 
based on observations at one point in time. 
When you capture students while they are still studying at the university, they will not have had the experience to 
discern the effectiveness of university education in the occupational context. Conversely, when you capture graduates 
in employment, their retrospective understanding of the content and approaches to university education are dependent 
on their memories, and limited in detail. Cross-sectional surveys, regardless of when you make the observation, will be 
limited in terms of the information that can be obtained from the independent or dependent variables. Hence, a panel 
survey is desirable. 
As Mr. Hamanaka mentioned, government agencies in Japan do not conduct large-scale longitudinal panel surveys 
of university students or graduates. Recently, individual universities and education-related industries are beginning to 
conduct panel surveys. 
For example, Kyoto University and Kawaijuku are jointly conducting a 10-year-transition survey, which surveyed 5,000 
11th graders in 2013, and have been following-up on them. This is a promising study. However, the respondents are 
presently in their junior year in universities, so it will take a few more years before they graduate. It also seems that 
the survey focuses more on the changes over time in the abilities and aptitudes of students, rather than the content 
and approaches of university education and their disciplinary characteristics.
There are also some panel surveys that capture university students and follow-up after graduation. For example, 
the Center for Research on University Management and Policy in the Graduate School of Education at the University 
of Tokyo has conducted the National Survey on University Students. However, a follow-up study was conducted only 
once, and the sample size was relatively small. 
The Institute of Social Science at the University of Tokyo has conducted the Japan Longitudinal Panel Survey for 
high school graduates, with 11 follow-ups. However, despite the huge effort invested in this study, their sample size is 
limited, making analysis by disciplinary fields difficult.
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3. Results of the analysis
3-1. A research project on the occupational relevance of disciplinary education in the humanities and social sciences
In response to this situation, our research group conducted two types of surveys. The first survey is a cross-sectional 
survey of ten disciplinary areas in the humanities and social sciences conducted in 2016 (Data A). The second survey 
is a panel survey following students in four disciplinary areas for four years, beginning in the junior year until two 
years after graduation (Data B). As this table reveals, particularly with regard to the panel survey, the response rates 
are much lower than we had expected, from the first wave and further decreasing with each wave. The decrease 
is particularly significant when students graduate and relocate. As a result, as I mentioned in the beginning, the 
sample size of this study is very small, and is meant to serve only as a pilot study. The survey covers a wide range of 
information, so I will be presenting just a few of the findings.
3-2 Finding 1: Disciplinary differences in the content and approaches to education 
(1) Disciplinary differences in content and approaches to education
This table shows the results from Data A, the cross-sectional survey, asking the percentage of classes that were 
taught based on different educational approaches, (a) to (g). The red letters indicate statistically low percentages, the 
blue letters indicate statistically high percentages, and the black letters indicate non-significant differences.
As is evident at first glance, the social science disciplines on the top such as law, political science, economics and 
business administration show red percentages on the right-hand side, while education, sociology, and psychology in the 
middle show blue percentages. The humanities disciplines in the bottom, such as literature, philosophy, and history 
show red percentages on the left-hand side, while showing some blue percentages on the right-hand side.
This indicates that in the social science disciplines such as law, politics, economics, business management, there 
are fewer classes that adopt the interactive approach, such as (d) writing comments and opinions, (f) getting faculty 
feedback to the comments, (e) getting take-home assignments, and (g) groupwork, but more classes that focus on the 
relevance of the teaching and learning content in relation to life after graduation, such as (a) thinking about connections 
to the future, and (b) acquiring knowledge and skills that will be useful in the future. To summarize, classes in the 
social science disciplines are less likely to adopt interactive approaches while classes in the humanities are less likely to 
focus on the relevance of teaching and learning content to future.
(2) Difference in the frequencies of class types
The graph on the top shows the frequency scores for content-relevant classes and interactive classes, by disciplinary 
areas. The results illustrate the findings mentioned earlier. We can confirm that for education, both the content-
relevance and interactive scores are particularly high, while the social science disciplines on the left-hand side show 
low interactive scores, and the humanities disciplines on the right-hand side show low content-relevant scores. 
The bottom two graphs show the breakdown of scores for disciplinary areas by university types. The yellow circles 
on the top indicate that “other private universities” meaning small private universities or private universities located 
in regional areas which are usually non-competitive are being more creative in achieving content-relevance. However, 
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there are of course disciplinary variations. For interactive classes, the blue circles on the top indicate that national and 
public universities have relatively high scores. It can be confirmed from the analysis of the data combined with other 
sources, which I will not mention today, that because national and public universities have lower student to staff ratio, 
they are better able to provide interactive classes.
(3) Disciplinary differences in education at the concrete level
The next slide shows the results of analysis for junior students from the panel data regarding whether or not the 
student has taken certain types of education by discipline. Educational types include courses for learning to learn, 
introduction to the discipline, practical education, etc. Again, students studying education tended to have taken these 
types of education, while those studying law, shown in green tended not to have taken these types of education.
The graph on the bottom focuses in greater detail into whether or not a student has first year courses, introductory 
courses, practicum and seminars by disciplinary areas. For example, in sociology, shown in grey, we can see that many 
students have taken courses in survey methods. Nevertheless, discipline specific courses are heavily taught based on 
the lecture approach. For seminars, in sociology, much emphasis is placed on presentation and discussion as well as 
problem solving, whereas education places much less. While this graph shows the results of only three disciplines, it 
can be confirmed that the patterns can be quite different. 
(4) Disciplinary difference in the content of seminars
Prior research has shown that in humanities and social sciences education in Japanese universities, seminars play 
a very important role. This graph implies that the meaning and content of seminars, instruction in seminars, and the 
resulting graduation theses are in fact quite different according to disciplinary areas. 
For example, the percent of students enrolled in seminars is relatively low for law. The differences in the reasons for 
enrolling in seminars are quite interesting. When asked “what is your reason for enrolling in the seminar?” economics 
students tended to point out that they liked the atmosphere and human relationships, or that they hoped that the 
professor would help them get good jobs. Economics students focused not on whether or not they were interested 
in the content of the seminar but on the merits of belonging to a group or having connections with the professor. 
Conversely, education and sociology students tended to emphasize which professor they wanted to be advised by. 
With regard to the content of the seminar, education and sociology students were more likely to mention advisement 
for graduation theses. Sociology and education students also tended to report a greater number of times presenting in 
seminars, namely three or more times. These results imply that seminars have different meanings for sociology and 
education students as compared to other social science disciplines such as law and economics.
(5) Disciplinary difference in graduation theses
I do not mean to be redundant, but I would like to further discuss differences in graduation theses. Graduation theses 
are rarely mandatory in law, and only occasionally in economics, while most often the case in education and sociology.
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The volume of the graduation theses tended to be larger for education and sociology students. Regarding attitudes 
toward graduation theses, education students in particular tended to consider them as related to their future profession 
and exerted much effort writing them. This is a plausible finding considering the fact that many education students 
become teachers, illustrating their view that their efforts would lead to a positive career. 
By putting together these small pieces of information, we can see that seminars and graduation theses mean quite 
different things at the concrete level by disciplinary areas within the social sciences. These differences have not been 
verified by empirical data and therefore have been kept mystified. I believe this is one of the reasons why disciplinary 
education continues to adopt traditional ways of education. 
3-3 Finding 2: The relationship between the content and approaches to university education and job-related skills
(1) The impacts of university education on job-related skills
We have seen that the content and approaches to university education differs by disciplinary areas as well as by 
institutions. I would now like to focus on the impact of university education on the job-related skills after graduation.
Although with limitations due to small sample size, we will focus on the responses of the 25-34 age group in Data A 
to the question regarding the skills required in the current job after graduation, namely “information literacy,” “decision 
making abilities,” and “negotiation skills.” We classified job-related skills into these three categories. This is not to say 
that there are no other skills. There may be other skills more directly related to the profession, or skills more closely 
related to disciplinary areas. This only reflects how we conceptualized the skills for this particular analysis.  Then, we 
controlled for background factors before entry into university, university type, disciplinary area of study, as well as 
individual factors such as self-reported levels of inquiry, understanding of the relationships of learning content among 
multiple courses, and motivation towards study. 
The analysis reveals that the frequency of “content-relevant classes” and “interactive classes” are related to the three 
skills after graduation. “Interactive classes” is positively related to “information literacy,” “decision-making abilities,” and 
“negotiation skills,” while “content relevant classes” are positively related to “decision-making abilities” and “negotiation 
skills” but not “information literacy.”
(2) Disciplinary differences in the relationships
These relationships are different by disciplinary areas. This table shows the relationships between the two 
independent variables (“content relevant classes” and “interactive classes”) and the three skills after graduation.
For example, in the case of economics, you can see asterisks marks on “content relevant classes” for “information 
literacy” and “negotiation skills.”  This implies that increasing “content relevant classes” should have positive impact on 
skills after graduation. In case of psychology or history, however, you can see asterisks marks on “interactive courses,” 
implying that for these disciplines, “interactive classes” would be more effective in enhancing skills after graduation.
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(3) Changes in the relationship between university education and job-related skills over time
This table shows the changes in the relationship between educational content and approaches and skills after 
graduation over time. The analysis is based on Data B, the panel data following student from their junior year to two 
years after graduation. It shows the impact of the frequency of “content-relevant classes” and “interactive classes” for 
when the student was a senior, first year after graduation, and second year graduation. 
For the senior year, we conceptualized student skills as those related to the disciplinary area (“disciplinary skills”) 
and more flexible skills (“flexible skills”).  The analysis shows that the frequency of “interactive classes” has impacts on 
these skills.
Interestingly, the impacts of university education on the three skills after graduation (“information literacy,” “decision 
making ability,” and “negotiation skills”) disappears for students in the first year after graduation. Other than the 
impact of “flexible skills” observed in the senior year on “negotiation skills” observed in the first year after graduation, 
we can observe not significant relationships.
In the second year after graduation, however, we see a recovery of impact. For example, the “flexible skills” observed 
in the senior year is positively related to both “decision-making ability,” and “negotiation skills.” Making “presentations 
in seminars more than three times” is positively related to “information literacy” observed in the second year after 
graduation.  These are examples of the impacts of university education that became observable only after the second 
year. The possible explanation for this time lag is that graduates were too busy learning their jobs in apprenticeship or 
training that they were unable to exert abilities acquired through university education.
Conclusion and future directions
As we have seen so far, there are differences in the content and approaches to education by disciplinary areas 
even within the social sciences. The content and approaches to education were found to have significant impact on 
the skills after graduation. The implication that can be drawn from these findings is that we must move away from 
unsophisticated discussion about whether or not the humanities and social science disciplines are meeting societal 
needs. Depending on the content and approach, the humanities and social science disciplines are in fact contributing to 
the development of skills after graduation. Then, the content and approaches to education should be the point of focus 
for improving educational effectiveness.
However, as I have repeatedly commented from the beginning of this presentation, the analysis is limited in many 
ways due to the small sample size. The data contains information on only a limited number of disciplinary areas 
and follows-up on graduates only up to the second year. Improvements can be made in capturing the content and 
approaches to education, as well as the skills required on the job after graduation, our dependent variable.  Despite 
these limitations in the data, the analysis did reveal certain effects of university education after controlling for multiple 
variables.
We must aim to examine the quality of university education based on a more robust large-scale data. As an 
individual researcher, I intend to continue my research focusing on improving the quality of Japanese university 
education through examining from multiple perspectives effective ways to achieve better outcomes. However, I will 
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not be able to continue this effort if the large-scale research grant that I have applied to the Japan Society for the 
Promotion of Science, JSPS is not accepted. It is my sincere wish that we move away from such a fragile approach, 




Quality assurance of university 
education from the perspective of 
outcome in profession
-Necess i t y  o f  da ta  accumu la t ion  fo r  emp i r i ca l  research -
Yuki Honda
(Professor at the University of Tokyo, 
Graduate School of Education)
Lack of discussion regarding quality 
assurance by f ield and evidence for 
measures
• “Reference standards” and the “model core curriculum” are not based on verification by 
evidence and have been rarely referred to
• “Notice” from the Minister of MEXT regarding direction of mid-term targets and plans for 
the third period of each national university corporation as of June 8, 2015:  “In particular, 
departments and graduate schools of teacher training, and humanities and social 
sciences shall formulate an organizational review in consideration of the shrinking of the 
18-year-old population, demand for human resources, securing the level of education 
and research, and the role as a national university, etc. and endeavor to take active steps 
to abolish organizations or to convert them to serve areas that better meet the needs of 
society
• Statement from SCJ Executive Board as of July 23, 2015 “On the Future Direction of the 
University: In Relation to the Departments/Graduate Schools of Teacher Training and 
Humanities and Social Sciences”: “with its specific focus on the HSS(*), raises a number 
of alarming questions.” “It cannot be denied that academics in the HSS have clarified in 
full neither the vision of human resources that HSS departments/graduate schools 
nurture on behalf of society, nor the potential role that the HSS could play within the 
overarching world of academia.” (*) Humanities and social studies
• These discussions regarding humanities and social sciences has been held without 
evidence
• -> It is needed to empirically study what kind of impact the 
content and methods of university education in each field has on 
the outcome after graduation, especially an occupational 
outcome
Research projects regarding re levance in 
profession by f ie ld of  universi ty educat ion 
in humanit ies and socia l  sc iences
• Data A (10 fields, cross-section survey)
• Data B (four fields, panel survey)
* Study supported by Grants-in-aid for Scientific Research “Panel Survey Study regarding Contents and Methods of University Education in Humanities 
and Social Sciences and Their Occupational Relevance” (Period: 2012-2016, representative: Yuki Honda)












227 171 227 227 227 227 227 227 84 222 2066
Of w hich,
employed
204 155 204 204 204 204 204 204 73 201 1857
 Of w hich,
male
103 76 122 100 47 38 37 22 26 69 640
Timing of
survey
Law Pedagogy Sociology Economics Total
Number of valid responses in first
wave (2013)
In junior year 201 114 134 449
Number of valid responses in
second wave (2014)
204 182 187 102 675
　Of which, continuation from first
wave
107 82 85 274
　　　　Supplementary survey 97 100 102 102 401
Number of valid responses in third
wave (2015)
101 90 101 32 324
　Of which, continuation from first
wave
71 53 66 190
　　　　Continuation from
supplemental survey
30 37 35 32 134
　Of which, employed 91 80 90 27 288
Number of valid responses in
fourth wave (2016)
77 60 76 16 229
　Of which, continuation from first
wave
61 45 59 165
　　　　Continuation from
supplemental survey
16 15 17 16 64
　Of which, employed 73 56 70 15 214







Increased interest in pol icies for 
“quali ty assurance of university 
education”
• Formulation of the Model Core Curriculum, led by academic societies and the 
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) in 
fields for professional development: medicine (2001-), dentistry (2001-), 
pharmacy (2002-), veterinary (2011-), nursing (2017), teacher training (2017)
• Report from the Central Council for Education (CCE) as of January 28, 2005, 
“The Future of Higher Education in Japan”  “It is desirable that a core 
curriculum is made each field.”
• Similar statement in the report from CCE as of March 25, “Towards Formation 
of the Undergraduate Education Program”
• In June 3, 2008, “Deliberation regarding Ideal Quality Assurance of University 
Education by Field” was requested from the MEXT Higher Education Bureau to 
the Science Council of Japan (SCJ)
• Answer from SCJ as of August 17, 2010 “Ideal Quality Assurance of University 
Education by Field” -> Formulation of “Reference Standards in Organizing 
Education Program for Quality Assurance of University Education,” Reference 
standards in 31 fields are shown on the SCJ website as of October 2017
Domestic research trends regarding 
outcome in profession brought 
about by university education
• Most domestic research and studies regarding this theme have been cross-sectional. When the 
target is university students, they have not experienced a working life, and when the target is 
graduates, the content and methods of university education can be grasped only retrospectively
-> Panel survey is desirable. However, in Japan, the government and public institutions have not 
carried out any large-scale, long-term panel surveys on university students and graduates
• Example of a panel survey carried out by universities and corporations
 Kyoto University and Kawaijuku “10-year Transition Survey”: Follow up targets who were in 
11th grade in 2013.  Currently, they are in their junior year in university.  About 5,000 people. 
Analysis focusing more on the changes in the qualities and skills of individual students rather 
than the fields, content, and methods of the field in university education
• Examples of panel surveys while in university and after graduation
 Center for Research on University Management and Policy, Department of University 
Management and Policy Studies, The University of Tokyo “Cross-country Survey on University 
Students” (follow-up survey): Follow-up only once in 2009, 348 graduates
 Institute of Social Science, The University of Tokyo “Panel Survey on High School 
Graduates”: 11th time as of 2016 (30 years old), 461 people
It is difficult to analyze by field as areas of study at university are varied within a limited size of 
samples
Difference in content and methods 
of education by f ield
(Data A)
• Frequency of various classes by field (unit: 10%)
• (a), (b):  “Classes high in relevance of content”
• (c) - (g): “Classes high in interactivity in methods”
-> Scoring
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group w ork, etc.
 Law 2.32 2.46 2.61 2.47 2.23 1.73 2.20
 Politics 2.54 2.49 2.95 2.73 2.29 1.78 2.54
 Economics 2.48 2.35 2.41 2.50 2.18 1.77 2.18
 Commercial science,
business administration 2.54 2.65 2.56 2.37 2.20 1.64 2.13
 Sociology 2.78 2.68 3.07 3.32 2.60 2.06 3.12
 Pedagogy 3.66 3.62 3.28 3.51 3.05 2.15 3.35
 Psychology 2.49 2.53 2.98 3.01 2.54 1.82 2.77
 Literature, language 2.31 2.44 2.92 2.87 3.08 2.11 2.82
 Philosophy, ethics, religion 1.98 2.04 2.93 3.35 2.85 2.07 2.81






Difference in frequency by class 
type (Data A)
Frequency of classes high in 
relevance of content
Frequency of classes high in 
interactivity in methods




Reason of belonging to a seminar by field (in 
senior year)
Whether or not belonging to a seminar by 
field (in the senior year)
Number of presentations to make in the 
seminar by field (in senior year)
Content to present about in a seminar by 
field (in senior year)
Impact of university education 
on business skil ls (Data A)
There are significant 
positive correlations 
between the frequency 
of classes high in 
relevance of content and 
judgmental and 
negotiation skills, and 
between the frequency 
of classes high in 
interactivity in methods 








Gender Male dummy .053* .084** .086**
Age Age (years old) .070** .159*** .125***
Father being university graduates .046+ -.005 .036
Mother being university graduates -.008 .038 .023
Former imperial university .067** .053* .047*
National and public university .072** .071** .075**
High-ranking private university .068* .135*** .119***
Mid-ranking private university -.011 .022 .001
Law .013 .068* .037
Politics .015 .067* .033
Economics .008 .046 .026
Business administration -.030 .005 -.025
Sociology -.032 .028 -.018
Pedagogy -.071* .006 -.036
Literature -.019 .015 .002
Philosophy .020 .056* .022
History -.038 .007 -.022
Frequency of relevance classes .038 .079** .077**
Frequency of interactivity classes .082** .066* .111***
Part-time job experience as a university student .088*** .074** .084***
Club activity experience as a university student .032 .029 .057**
Degree of self-enquiry as a university student .096** .070* .050+
Degree of understanding relevance as a university student .007 .059* .022
Degree of taking advanced classes in university .021 .042 .040
Academic results in university (ratio of excellent) .070** .025 .049*
Professional job .090*** .067** .059*
Technical job .099*** .026 .051*
Clerical job .222*** .038 .088*
Sales job .079* .084* .140***
Service job .018 .068+ .029
Teacher .070* .084** .086**
Regular employment .096*** .055* .133***
Company size of the current workplace .002 -.001 .016
Number of job changes .050* .006 .029
Number of training days .010 .065** .056*



















Square of the adjusted R
Significant probability
DIFFERENCE IN SPECIFIC 
EDUCATION BY FIELD (DATA B)
Registration for classes of each type in university by field (in the junior year)
Specific content of classes of each type by field (experience rate, in junior year)
Difference in graduation thesis 
by field (data B)
Volume of graduation theses by 
field (in senior year)
Approach to graduation thesis by 
field (in senior year)
Positioning of graduation thesis by 
field (in senior year)














 Law + + +
 Politics (*) *






 Psychology ** + *
 Literature, language + * *
 Philosophy, ethics,
religion
 History * **








Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Male 0.159* 0.089 0.167* 0.132+ 0.146* 0.156* 0.078 0.210** 0.114+ 0.216** 0.147*
Deviation of the university 0.078 0.145* 0.008 0.096 0.057 0.109 0.026 0.041 -0.030 0.140+ 0.075
Father being a university graduate -0.015 -0.022 -0.067 0.027 -0.049 -0.042 0.004 0.005 0.012 -0.066 -0.027
Mother being a university graduate 0.186** 0.081 -0.007 -0.176** -0.027 -0.054 -0.030 -0.111 -0.054 0.005 0.015
Logic skill 0.022 0.109 0.054 0.169* 0.158+ 0.012 -0.070 0.112 0.014 0.009 -0.057
Versatile skill 0.063 0.241** -0.144 -0.136 -0.137 0.002 0.066 -0.065 0.042 -0.080 -0.013
Law 0.048 0.048 -0.147 0.189 0.160 0.092 0.038 0.245+ 0.147 0.238 0.156
Pedagogy 0.092 -0.055 0.067 0.286* 0.216 0.036 -0.035 0.341* 0.192 0.321* 0.221+
Sociology 0.022 0.086 0.002 0.263+ 0.195 0.057 0.031 0.319* 0.167 0.262+ 0.182
Frequency of relevance classes 0.219** 0.145* -0.021 0.005 -0.069 -0.100 -0.066 -0.040 -0.012 0.045 0.084
Frequency of interactivity classes 0.153* 0.139* -0.115 -0.027 -0.106 -0.017 -0.007 -0.057 -0.003 -0.110 -0.072
Three times or more of presentations
at seminar
0.076 0.046 0.105 -0.010 0.045 0.195* 0.186* 0.004 -0.002 -0.006 -0.020
Long thesis -0.030 0.072 0.036 0.092 0.021 0.086 0.014 -0.003 -0.043 0.049 0.012
Club activities -0.075 -0.099+ -0.137+ 0.021 -0.018 -0.164* -0.148* -0.002 -0.002 -0.110 -0.096
Part-time job -0.047 0.043 -0.120 0.056 0.020 -0.100 -0.079 0.155* 0.148* 0.004 0.020
Degree of self-enquiry as a university
student
0.251*** 0.275*** 0.011 -0.028 -0.096 -0.001 0.073 0.152* 0.209** 0.042 0.111
Academic results in university (ratio of
excellent)
0.058 0.046 -0.104 -0.073 -0.054 0.062 0.109 -0.086 -0.031 -0.016 0.012
Specialty skill (in the senior year) 0.127 0.044 0.089 -0.014 -0.015 -0.066 -0.126+ -0.083 -0.129
Flexibility skill (in the senior year) 0.149 0.120 0.237* 0.133 0.031 0.207* 0.095 0.210* 0.110
Company scale 0.015 0.202** 0.163* -0.041 -0.092 -0.005 -0.133* 0.067 -0.025
Regular -0.039 0.014 0.008 -0.109 -0.174* -0.158+ -0.195** -0.128 -0.166*
Sales job 0.006 -0.015 0.209* 0.072 0.023 0.052 -0.013 0.211* 0.112
Clerical job 0.025 -0.109 0.045 0.120 0.088 0.035 0.047 0.110 0.090
Teacher -0.016 -0.002 0.017 0.102 0.093 0.064 0.057 0.015 0.019
With on-the-job training -0.152* -0.010 0.096 -0.061 -0.022 0.060 0.030 0.093 0.065
Job characteristics: overwork 0.084 -0.065 0.048 0.032 0.018 0.000 0.013 -0.002 -0.015
Job characteristics: worth doing 0.263** 0.481*** 0.468*** 0.184* -0.039 0.294** -0.014 0.358*** 0.109
Job characteristics: in a good
relationship
-0.060 -0.114 -0.154+ 0.130 0.169* 0.049 0.132+ -0.063 0.014
Job characteristics: disposable -0.054 0.286*** 0.090 -0.088 -0.131 0.102 0.022 -0.082 -0.099
Information skill (one year after
graduation)
0.232** 0.007 0.028
Judgment skill (one year after
graduation)
0.158+ 0.298*** 0.018






Experienced a job change
0.218** 0.143+ 0.081 -0.002 0.011 -0.061
214 214 200 199 200 199 195 201 197 200 196
0.259 0.379 0.091 0.280 0.229 0.205 0.346 0.228 0.453 0.214 0.388
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Chronological confluent relation 
between university education and 
business ski l ls (Data B)
Limitations of data and 
necessity of further study
• Limitations of this data 
• ・Small sample size
・Limitation of target fields
・Short follow-up period 
・Way of grasping contents and methods of university education
・Way of grasping job content and business skills after graduation
・Way of grasping personal traits before entering university etc.
• Nevertheless, a certain level of tendency and relevance was uncovered
-> It is necessary to understand the actual conditions of the content 
and methods of university education by field, examine their effects on 
the outcome such as business skills, career, and citizenship after 
graduation with more sufficient, large-scale data, and use this to 
improve the quality of university education!
Knowledge gained from this
analysis
• There are considerable differences in the content and methods of university education among 
individual fields of academic study within humanities and social sciences
・Social sciences, which has relatively less interactivity in methods
・Humanities, which is relatively low in relevance of contents
・Pedagogy, where both is high but especially relevance of content is high
・Sociology and psychology, which are moderate and well-balanced
・Law focusing on theories/pedagogy focusing on actual practices/sociology focusing on 
seminars/economics whose education concentration is low
• The content and methods of university education in humanities and social sciences have a 
certain level of impact on the skill formation in the final year in university and after graduation
・Data A: Both relevance of content and interactivity in methods of university education relate 
to the judgment and negotiation skills at that age. Interactivity in methods relates to the 
information skill as well
・Data B: Classes high in relevance of content, those high in interactivity in methods, and 
highly concentrated seminars enhanced judgmental and negotiation skills two years after 
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Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. My name is Fukahori, and I will be acting as moderator for our panel 
discussion.
In the first half of the symposium, we were very fortunate to enjoy a series of very informative and interesting 
presentations. In response to that, we have received many questions. It will be difficult to answer all of the questions, 
but we would like to take this time to respond to your questions as much as possible.
I would like to proceed with the panel discussion in the following way. In the first presentation, Mr. Hamanaka 
discussed three major issues, or perspectives for international comparison. We have compiled your questions 
according to these three issues. The first is the implementation body and authority of the survey, the second is the 
implementation method of the survey, and the third point is the application of survey results and data. We are going to 
try to address your questions in the order of these three broad categories during the limited that we have.
Now, with respect to the first issue on the implementation body and authority of the survey, what became clear 
from the presentation of our colleagues from the U.S., UK, and Korea is that a link between educational policy and 
labor policy have been established in the respective countries. This is a very big challenge for Japan. How are we going 
to realize inter-governmental collaboration, and how are we going to establish links among existing governmental data?
From this standpoint, I would like to ask each of the speakers the following questions with respect to linking 
educational and labor policies. In your countries, what creative steps have been employed to link governmental 
data? How do you handle student identification numbers, and what considerations have you made with regard to the 
protection of personal information? First, I would like to invite Ms. Rivers to respond.
Rivers
Thank you very much for the question. I am going to start with the back and if I missed something, please refresh 
my memory. We are very much interested in being able to provide various data sets to our researchers and for policy 
and decision-making. The linking of information will be something new for us, but we are very excited about it. As was 
mentioned before in terms of evidence-based policymaking, we just had a bipartisan group looking at evidence-based 
policymaking. And the result is that there is a pending legislation that would actually create a new federal statistical 
service within the federal government that would allow the linking of data sets. In this particular case, we do not have 
the IDs already on the data sets, so that would have to be something that would have to be developed. 
On this particular commission, there were people who had expertise in progressing confidentiality, because, first and 
foremost, it is a necessity for keeping our data confidential and protected, so providing for the privacy of the people 
who will respond is very important to us. There are several laws. These will vary by the agencies that I showed today. 
And depending on what those laws protect would determine how we would link the information. But the goal of this 
particular new center would be to provide data sets that previously had not been linkable.
One of the things that we also have to be mindful of is that we give respondents notifications of how their data 
would be used. We tell them it is for research purposes and for statistical purposes. In some cases, we tell people 
161
Panel Discussion
that their data would be returned back to their institutions. So, again, whatever we would do would have to remain 
within those policies, but this is a pretty exciting time for us. As you have seen, we have got many federal government 
agencies and federal statistical agencies and we are collecting all kinds of data, social security data, tax data, and the 
like, and we would like to be able to bridge the data.
I will give one quick example and that is when you think of 
graduate students and you want to know more about what they 
are doing in terms of innovation. That is what we are looking 
at within the National Science Foundation. We are thinking now 
about where and how was innovation occurring in companies 
and establishments. We would like to be able to link the students 
to where they actually are within the businesses to provide 
information on innovation. So that is one example of where we 
would start to try to provide more information that also provides 
an example of using administrative records, which would be on the business side to survey data which would be the 
National Survey of College Graduate side. 
Hewitt
So, on the data linking aspect, this is something that HESA has been able to do in terms of linking between the 
graduate outcomes data and the student data for a number of years, because we have always been collecting both of 
those data sources, but there were some new opportunities for us with the move to the graduate outcome survey, the 
new types of data linking, and similar to the U.S. linking to administrative data sources.
The main administrative data source that we now have access to is the tax records, so information about the 
earnings of graduates is used to be gained through asking a question in a survey, but we know there were real issues 
with the self-reporting of this really personal information and graduates not wanting to complete this information in 
a survey. The use of this new administrative data source we think will give us more valid data and data for higher 
proportion of graduates. We have also got the opportunity to link to the further study records, so linking before was 
always done across one university and we now are looking to link across lots of different universities.
In doing this, obviously data protection is really one of our key essential things to think about and one of the key 
challenges, especially with the new legislation coming in the UK, the new EU legislation, GDPR. But the main focus is 
on making sure that people are never personally identifiable. And as I said earlier in my presentation, we have certain 
strategies that we put in place to cover this. We also have data collection notices to make sure that everyone who is 
part taking in the survey is fully understanding the onward uses of the data.
In general, the universities themselves and the government get access to more individualized data than any other 
users of the data, but we are trying to make our data as open as possible within those data protection restrictions. It is 
a difficult balance for us, but we think at the moment we have got that balance about right. So we need to ensure that 




When I got the question, and I would like to answer the question from the perspective of political points, rather than 
the data link in technical ways because Korea and Japan have similar points. Ministry of Labor criticized the quality of 
education. On the other hand, Ministry of Education criticized the lack of job opportunity. So this struggle cannot end 
forever.
So one of the strategies is to merge and develop and build up a new institution like the KRIVET which I am working 
for. The management money comes from both sides; the Ministry of Employment and Labor pays half, and another half 
comes from the Ministry of Education. And we developed a survey. As I mentioned in my presentation, the KEEP is 
looking at education as well as occupational situation. 
And there are so many surveys going on in Korea, even Ministry of Gender Equality and Family has their survey, 
and they have their own research institute. So many ministries had their own research institute and produced their 
survey. So it is hard to say in one voice. One strategy is getting all the institutions into one association, and then it 
belongs to the Prime Minister's Office. Now, the Prime Minister's Office governs all the institutions, agencies to produce 
the survey data. So this model comes from the German. German has KRIVET; in German, it is called the BIBB (Federal 
Institute for Vocational Education and Training). They also tried to link between education and labor market.
Fukahori 
Thank you very much. Now, we would like to move on to our second question which is related to the second 
issue, the implementation method of the survey. In Japan, due to the emphasis on data protection; universities and 
researchers are finding it increasingly difficult to implement surveys. How have countries dealt with the issue of survey 
participation? So this is a question addressed to all of our speakers, Ms. Rivers, Ms. Hewitt, Ms. Chu, Ms. Honda, and 
Mr. Hamanaka,
More specifically, are there legal bases that give the implementation bodies authority to request participation? 
Are there legal backups in place that encourage respondents to participate in the survey? In relation to that, how 
do you explain the advantages and benefits of responding to the survey? The 80% response rate is extremely high, 
and unthinkable in the Japanese case. It was mentioned that in the UK, data collection is a statutory requirement for 
funding. In addition to that, are there any specific measures that are being taken to achieve the very high response 
rate of 80%? Conversely in Japan, what kinds of creative ways are being implemented to achieve higher response rates, 
and how are you struggling? I would like to start by asking Ms. Rivers to speak.
Rivers
The legal basis for answering our surveys varies across the United States. As I mentioned for some of the Census 
Bureau surveys, those are mandatory. The American Community Survey is a mandatory survey, so respondents are 
told that they need to respond. And if they do not, there are certain penalties. I have not known too many of those 
penalties to actually occur. And then there are surveys where it really is up to the individual to make a decision about 
responding, and that is most of the surveys that are on the demographic side of the National Center for Science and 
Engineering Statistics.
I will just say very quickly that on the research and development side, some of those surveys are mandatory 
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surveys, that is because the benefit comes and being conducted by the Census Bureau where it is mandatory to do 
those research and development surveys.
Having said that, I will go back to the National Survey of College Graduates, that is a voluntary survey. And we 
have a very strict policy on how to protect the data and that is a law that went into effect in terms of Confidentiality 
and Information Protection Efficiency Act of 2002. And the acronym is CIPSEA; it is C-I-P-S-E-A. There are two parts 
to that particular law. One part is a general part that applies to various statistical agencies that want to keep and to 
protect the data and keep it confidential. The second part of CIPSEA allows for the sharing of information by certain 
agencies. So as varied as our surveys are is as varied as to protections that are extended to respondents in terms of 
providing data. So I wanted to say that.
In terms of encouraging response, we do use incentives for our surveys, most of our demographic surveys; we give 
people payment to participate. We have done a lot of testing of those types of payments, whether it would be prepaid, 
monetary or non-monetary incentives.
To use incentives requires the clearance by our Office of Management and Budget and we have to be able to show 
that everyone has a probability of receiving an incentive. That can be a little bit challenging when we know that 
response varies by certain demographic groups. 
The response rate part of the question, the particular survey that I have shared with you today, the National Survey 
of College Graduates, actually has one of the lowest response rates that we have within the National Center for Science 
and Engineering Statistics at 70%. As I mentioned, we have information on the non-responders, and so we are not quite 
as concerned. Most of our surveys range between 85% and 95% response rate and a lot of that has to do with the fact 
that we are talking to the college-educated population. 
If you were to look at those response rates versus the response rates of surveys that we conduct with the general 
population, you see a difference there. I also believe that having the National Science Foundation as the sponsor of 
the surveys provides incentive for people who are very interested in contributing to the science enterprise in United 
States. So it is also having that name that helps us with the response rates.
In addition within these slides that I shared with you, there was a strategy in terms of follow up. Very often, we are 
able to employ that strategy with very little interruption in terms of constantly asking people to respond and using 
various methods. Every now and then, we have respondents who will write to their Congressperson and say they 
are being harassed and they would like not to participate in the survey and then we stop contacting them. However, 
that is not the norm. When you are thinking of 120,000 sample members for the National Survey of College Graduates, 
we might get 15 to 20 people who want to be excluded from the survey. That sounds like a small number until they 
actually contact the director of the National Science Foundation. And one is as many as 100,000. So we are very aware 
not to be overly aggressive in our plan, but we also are letting people know the benefits of their data to contributing to 
the science and engineering enterprise.
Hewitt
In the UK for the graduates themselves, there is no legal requirement for them to complete the survey. And I will 
talk about the approach for the DLHE survey and then how that is changing in the shift to graduate outcomes. So 
there is no requirement legally for graduates to complete the survey, but there is a statutory requirement on higher 
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education providers to encourage graduates to complete that survey and to ask every graduate to take part in that 
in some way. 80% response rate is very high and it’s mainly achieved, to be honest, through persistence. We have to 
carry out a lot of activity to get those response rates. It is very interesting to hear the high-levels of online response 
in the U.S. We still have found with the DLHE survey that significantly more sus are completed by the telephone than 
they are online. The online responses are going up every year but obviously a lot of resource has to go in to manning 
telephone call centers and encouraging graduates to take part in the survey that way.
We got 80% response rate at six months after graduation with the shift from six months to 15 months for graduate 
outcomes. We are expecting that to go down. We are not going to be setting the same target. We are looking at the 
moment at exactly what that target will be. It is likely to be somewhere between 60% and 70%. So it is still very high 
to be trying to get those kinds of levels, especially at that longer period out from university.
One of the ways we encourage graduates to participate, much of the data that is used about graduate outcomes, is 
used for informing prospective students about where they should be studying and what they should be doing. A lot of 
the information also goes into the league tables.
So by graduates’ understanding, that any information that they pass over, any information that they complete in 
the survey will go into helping people similar to them, in a similar position that they were when they went to start 
university. That helps to encourage people to participate, as does them understanding that actually there are some link 
between the reputation of their university and the kind of the data that is submitted that makes up part of the league 
tables. 
We do not use incentives. We have not stopped universities 
from using incentives, but we find that quite a low number do 
use them. Interestingly, in the UK, they do not seem to have a 
great deal of impact on us getting high levels of response rates. 
We have not investigated why that is, but they tend not to be 
used in the UK.
Essentially, the 80% response rate at the moment is achieved 
by consistent getting in touch with graduates across various 
different methods, including online and telephone and continuing 
to attempt to contact them over a set window until either they complete the survey or we receive a response from 
them saying, “I explicitly refuse to partake in the survey.” That will count towards the response rate.
We tend to get around less than 5% of people explicitly refused to partake in the survey, but that number is going 
up year on year and it is getting more difficult to achieve those response rates every year. People are less likely to 
be wanting to complete survey than in previous years. And we think that has probably to do with people becoming 
more aware of data protection and how that data is being used even though we are within all those data protection 
regulations, people are more worry about giving their data over. 
Chu
The GOMS and the KEEP adopted a face-to-face survey method. So as I mentioned in the presentation, the survey 
method has two stages. The first stage is a preparatory survey. So in this preparatory survey stage, the interviewer 
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will call an interviewee and explains how the survey is important. And basically, the survey is voluntary. So before 
visiting a job place or house, the interviewer needs to confirm his/her intention to participate in the survey. I bet that 
the high respondent rate in our surveys comes from the preparatory survey. And then there are several questionnaires 
in the survey. They ask the Government policy in regards to job supports for the youth or youth guarantee programs. 
That is one of the ways to present their ideas to the government through the survey participation. And based on the 
analysis of the GOMS, many reports are quoted in the newspaper, and it is one of the ways to publicize and give people 
detailed information. I think this also can raise the respondent rate. The survey costs around 10,000 yen per person to 
get the all the answers, but we do not pay the incentives.
Rivers
Listening to the panellists, I was also reminded that there is a website and you are free to look at the website in 
terms of the National Survey of College Graduates. It provides information for the respondents, primarily, it is for the 
respondents and gives them frequently asked questions that they can respond to, as well as walks them through some 
of the uses of the data and provides analysis to them.
Our outreach to respondents varies by surveys. For those that we actually have with academic institutions, we 
do site visits and we talk with those institutions that are reluctant to provide their data. Oftentimes, we find that 
institutions are unaware that they can receive their student’s data back for our survey of our own doctorates, for 
example, so knowing that the data is available can also increase response. But I just wanted to let you know that there 
is a website available and you can actually see some of the materials that we share with respondents.
Honda
Since my project was an example of an unsuccessful one, I am not sure if my response would be helpful. 
Nevertheless, we did make a lot of efforts. For example, to get students to respond, and continue to respond, we 
offered incentives, which I believe were quite generous. Yet, this was not effective in overcoming the fact that the 
questionnaires for the first wave was voluminous, and that the entry page of the web-survey was not designed in a 
user-friendly manner. I think these are areas that require improvement.
We also contacted the respondents from time to time by sending them greeting cards with reply cards attached 
asking them to inform us in case of change of address. We also sent respondents research findings from the previous 
year such as summaries of academic presentations to show how the survey data was utilized.
Our project did not have an ample budget so we could not prepare a beautiful website or beautiful brochures that 
could be sent to our respondents. However, based on the experiences of projects that have been successful in achieving 
high response rates, it has become clear that attractively designed logos, beautiful websites, message requests for 
participation from popular characters with their photographs, and neat brochures with summary reports are simple 
but effective measures to obtain certain levels of response rates and continued participation
Hamanaka
I would like to be very brief. I believe many of our audience today are responsible for graduate surveys conducted in 
universities. Based on my own experience, response rates of 30% to 40% would be good, and that exceeding 40%, would 
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be quite high for graduate surveys. The survey that I introduced earlier, the Student Life Survey conducted jointly by 
the Japan Student Services Organization and the National Institute for Educational Policy Research obtained about a 
50% response rate because it was a survey of students still in universities. Although incentives are in fact important, 
more important is the way in which data is used. There is no better way than to develop the loyalty of students to 
their universities.
However, students have rarely been informed about what merits their responses will bring to the university. What 
has been quite disappointing about the Student Life Survey, a survey of student aid is that the response rates of social 
science students are low. If those studying social issues, i.e. the social science students, are uninterested, it is unlikely 
that we would ever be able to solve educational funding issues. So we need to consider this issue in combination with 
the improvement of educational content. We need to teach students that their responses will help improve Japanese 
universities and the education future students will be receiving.
Fukahori
Thank you very much. Our next question is related to the 
issue on response-rates, but will be taking a slightly different 
perspective. I would like to focus on the significance of panel 
surveys. As articulated by Ms. Rivers, the NSF-NSCG employs 
a complex panel survey design. Professor Honda informed us 
about how difficult but important it is to conduct panel surveys. 
On the other hand, Dr. Chu, while emphasizing the importance 
of panel surveys spoke about how GOMS is transitioning into a 
non-panel survey. According to Ms. Hewitt, the HESA survey 
will be redesigned to be conducted at 15th months after graduation. So, taking into account the strength as well as the 
challenge (high cost) of panel surveys, how should we evaluate their significance? What is the most effective way to 
conduct graduate surveys? I would like all of the panellists to answer this question, starting with Ms. Rivers, please.
Rivers
There are advantages to doing a panel survey. I am thinking through those. First of all, you get continuous 
information of what is happening. There is always a challenge of having the right amount of time in between the 
panels and then asking the questions that allow you to understand what change might have occurred. We have put a 
lot of thought and effort in testing of different types of methods and timing to try to be able to understand where are 
we likely to see changes in education and employment along the way.
I mentioned that the National Survey of College Graduates is actually conducted with people through the age of 76, 
which is a very long time. And that means that when they are sampled from the American Community Survey, they 
may come in to the survey at a later age and stay in the survey. So, one of the things that we want to do with our 
panel survey is to make sure that we have representatives of various demographic groups particularly by age.
Having the baseline be the first year where you are gathering all of the data and then you follow up three more 
times gives us some idea of what type of changes are happening and what the impact might be to that person’s career. 
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If by chance that person is going on to receive a doctoral degree, they are likely to be picked up in our survey of 
doctorate recipients where they actually are contacted every two years until the age of 76.
What we are thinking with our panel design is that although it is expensive, it gives us a couple of things. It gives 
us access to the same people over time. Once you contact the person as I was hearing here, once you find a person 
and contact them, it is easier to keep them in sample than it is to try to find a new sample member, so we get some 
continuity in the people with whom we are speaking. We get continuity in the data so that when we are providing it 
for our congressionally mandated reports, we can really talk about trends. Trend data is very important when you are 
thinking about growth in certain disciplines and how that might be changing over time, as well as the mandate within 
the National Science Foundation to look at other demographics besides gender, so such as disability. And disability 
varies by usually over age. When we look at age, we see differences in disabilities. So we want to be sure that we are 
putting people in the sample that would give us enough information to know where real differences are occurring.
The amount of the survey actually works to our advantage to keep it as a panel rather cross-sectional; that again has 
to do with the follow up of the individuals. I think I heard Rachel mentioning the fact that we have a high percentage 
of people responding by web. That was a very aggressive effort on our behalf to convert people from other ways of 
responding. And one of the ways that that became effective was that they were panel members. So some of them 
may have started off in paper or started off in another mode, but we were able over time to gain their trust. For some 
people it is an issue. People were very reluctant to provide the government their information online, were not sure if 
it would be hacked or not. And so having that panel set up, allowed us to convert them, as well as to provide more 
reliability in our statistics.
Hewitt
The approach in the UK has been in the past to have an early survey, which is a census survey and then to have 
a follow up with sample of graduates through the longitudinal DLHE survey. As I mentioned in the presentation 
earlier, the longitudinal DLHE survey, although it provided some more information, it was the longest survey. It asked 
more questions of graduates. It was not as widely used. It has never been as widely used as the early DLHE survey. 
And when we moved to the new Graduate Outcome survey, we ran logical consultations with all of our different 
stakeholders and this included asking whether we should be running one survey or whether we should be running 
multiple surveys and following up with people at different points throughout their career.
And the response that we had from our stakeholders was actually that the demand was for a single survey, where 
they could get that census information since start of survey and rather than having multiple survey points with small 
samples. I can take a guess as to why that might be. Lots of the use of the data in the UK is, as I said, for prospective 
students. The data is often being used at quite low level, so, being used by university at course level to have sufficient 
data to be able to publish to have enough people in each of those groups at course level at each university. We have 
had that census approach of surveying everyone; otherwise, we would not be able to give out that kind of information. 
I think really the approach we have taken in the UK to have a single survey rather than multiple surveys have been 




I would like to tell about the KEEP and the GOMS. The KEEP is a panel data established by KRIVET, but the 
GOMS by the Korea Employment Information Service (KEIS is currently not a panel data but a cross-sectional data. 
As I mentioned, where I was delivering a presentation on page 14, I explained the several changes of survey methods. 
When the GOMS first came out, it was a three-year panel study, but it changed now. Three years later from the 
original first time survey, the GOMS team conducted the follow-up study. And then in 2012, the GOMS became cross-
sectional survey. Why? There are differences; KEIS belongs to the Ministry of Labor directly, so they get the budget 
from the Ministry of Labor. Due to budget cut, the GOMS team could not maintain their research methods, so they 
changed to cross-sectional survey. But for the KEEP created by the KRIVET, the two Ministries, Labor and Education, 
funded to KRIVET, so we could maintain a panel study, the KEEP comparatively stable. We cannot find out education 
effects right after the graduation. We needed long data for tracking down. I recommend if you have enough budget, 
please build up the panel data, if not, cross-sectional data can be helpful.
Honda
Needless to say, a panel survey is a repeated-round of surveys, so the amount of information about individuals that 
can be collected at certain points in time, as well as the amount of information that can be accumulated over time is 
extremely large. We are also able to analyse conditions at one point in time and at other points in time. Although we 
need to be careful about determining causality, but we can analyse relationships over time, which is something that 
you can do only with panel surveys and not with cross sectional surveys.
At the same time, panel surveys are quite laborsome. There 
is also the problem of decreasing sample size and the resulting 
sample bias. So, whether or not to conduct a panel survey 
depends on the purpose of the study. For example, surveys such 
as the Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare’s Longitudinal 
Survey of New-borns in the 21st Century which follows-up on 
respondents and their parents throughout a lifetime is extremely 
important in that it is a foundational survey on which studies 
from multiple perspectives can be based. I do not necessarily 
think that we need to repeat such surveys many times or in many areas. Depending on the purpose and the budget we 
can choose to conduct such surveys in intervals, once every few years. The disadvantage of surveying in intervals is 
the risk of losing your sample, but I am sure that we can be creative about designing follow-ups and new cohort cycles.
Hamanaka
Generally speaking, the advantage of panel surveys lies in the fact that we can improve the analytical accuracy of 
period and age effects. What is the effect of higher education, depending on the period of attendance? What is the effect 
of age on income, controlling for changes in values as one matures? In order to separate these effects, we must design 
panel surveys appropriately. How much money we are willing to spend on such a survey is another story.
More recently, there has been growing academic interest in fixed effects models and panel analysis, which allows 
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more academically appropriate analysis of the effect of education on outcomes, controlling for the effects of individual 
aptitude and abilities. Increasingly, more researchers are looking at panel surveys as a desirable way to conduct such 
analysis.
Fukahori
Thank you very much. The next question focuses on the purpose of college graduate surveys, which does have 
an impact on your choice of cross-sectional or panel design.. In today’s symposium, the main focus was on the labor-
market outcomes of university education. However, the outcomes of university education is much broader, including 
such outcomes as learning outcomes I would like to ask our international panellist, if in the context of college graduate 
surveys, there is interest in learning outcomes, and if the surveys include questions related to learning outcomes. 
Interest in learning outcomes lead to a focus on educational improvement, and an interest in collecting information 
on the teaching and learning environment of the university. From this perspective, what information on college 
experiences do the surveys collect? In the case that there is no interest in learning outcomes, in the context of college 
graduate surveys, what other surveys are being conducted to address this issue?
Conversely, we have a question for Professor Honda and Mr. Hamanaka. In Japan, what kind of large-scale surveys 
on the outcomes of university education do you think is necessary?
Rivers
For a very long time in the U.S., at least for the surveys that are in the National Center for Science and Engineering 
Statistics, we were focusing on occupation as you mentioned. It is some of the recent exposure to the work in the UK 
that was being done by Vitae, I believe, that we started to really start thinking more about the skills. Also, within the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, they have a process called ONET where they have been looking at skills.
So there are different surveys in the U.S. that have been looking at skills, but just the National Center for Science 
and Engineering was more focused on occupation. Through exposure to the UK and some of the thinking that they 
are doing as well as the participation on the career doctorate holders that was from OECD group, we wanted to have 
comparability of data and so we use some of those questions to try to capture the information. We received a little bit 
of resistance in terms of changing our historical surveys and adding this type of question. We actually have started a 
new survey, the early career doctorates survey where we are asking questions about learning outcomes.
That particular survey is a two-stage sample where we ask institutions to provide us a list of the people who 
have completed their doctorates within the last 10 years and then we contact them and follow up with them. The 
significance of me sharing that is that we then ask the questions that relate to how well you believe your graduate 
program prepared you for your job. And we are asking how well they believe they received information on 
communicating, so there are various skill levels and this all relates to the categories that are used on these Vitae by 
the UK. So we want it. It was important to us to have internationally comparable information, so to the extent possible 
we kept the same categories that were being used there as well as on questions that were added to the OECD model.
Also, as a standard of practice for our surveys, where we are not yet asking exactly about learning incomes, we have 
questions related to satisfaction. How satisfied are you? How much do you believe that your degree prepared you for 
your job? And how much do you believe your degree is related to the job that you have? So these are just indicators 
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that we are using to try to determine where people are believing that perhaps what they learned is not being used on 
their jobs. We found in the early career doctorate survey where we are asking those questions that it varied by faculty 
versus post-docs versus other administrative staff, but these are all doctorate holders in terms of whether they believe 
in their graduate programs provided them with what they needed. So those are the experiences I have.
Hewitt
There are big debates going on about skills and there is a lot of interest in measuring skills. So when we were doing 
a review of the survey to move to the new graduate outcome survey, this is something we looked into. And we looked 
into potentially including in the survey various different skills that we had identified that graduates could complete by 
saying, “Yes, this is a skill I am using in my employment, or it is not something I am using in my employment.”
Unfortunately, we did some investigation on this and came to the conclusion that actually, those skills were not 
representative of all different employment sectors. Because we are running a census survey, the questions have to be 
applicable across the labor market. And also, having a long list of skills, and asking graduates to complete them is off 
putting to graduates. We thought it might have an issue with our response rate. And it was also quite a subjective 
measure to ask graduates to write their own skills. It may be more to do with their confidence in their ability and 
something rather than actually understanding objectively what kind of skills they have.
So we took the approach and steps of introducing one of our three graduate voice measures that I talked about 
earlier. It is a much broader question which asks whether graduates are using what they learned during their studies, 
and what they have gone on to do. That question is asked of everyone, whether they are in work, further study, or any 
other activity.
These different graduate voice questions were introduced. That is a question asking whether a graduate is on track 
and with what they are looking to do in the future and whether what they are doing is meaningful and important 
to them, because it was felt throughout the review that we needed more contextual measures to understand what 
graduate successes is.
Graduate success today has been understood generally by how much is a graduate earning and whether their 
employment is classed as professional or non-professional. However, that is less applicable, for example, if someone 
wanted to become an artist, they may not have a high salary and it may not be classed as a professional occupation, 
but actually for them, they were on track with what they wanted to get out of university. It is really important to bring 
that context in the new survey, so we have quite a broad-ranging skills measure in there and we will be interested to 
see the kind of data comes out with that measure.
Just one other thing, there is a project going on by the Higher Education Funding Council in England called the 
Learning Gain project. I will not share a lot of detail about it, partly because it is not my organization and I do not 
know a great deal about it, but this is looking at students from when they enter university, and before, and after they 
leave university and trying to measure the learning gain that kind of what they gained from university, including skills, 
throughout that transition. So if there is something that you are interested in, it may be worth looking out the HEFCE 




I will simply say, all the survey data are open to all of the 
people. So probably, even you access the website of the GOMS 
or the KEEP, you can just download the information. But keep 
in mind that three variables are anonymous; first, person’s name; 
second, university’s name; third, the company’s name. And the 
Social Security number has not been collected since 2007 or 
around then. We cannot tell who he is, but all the information is 
provided to the public. So now, if you use a Google translation, 
you can access and download it, but you need to fill out the form explaining why you need the data. That’s it. So 
everybody can use the data.
The questionnaire includes a policy assessment and asks if the new graduates are satisfied with their university 
education, subjects, skills learned. It also asks how much they are satisfied with government-funded job-seeking 
programs. 
A couple of months ago, the Ministry of Labor analysed the GOMS data and found that only 30% are participating 
in internship. And most of participants in the internship came from a middle-class family background. Students from 
low-income families, just did a part-time job and earned money but they did not participate in the internship to raise 
their skills. Then students from upper-class tend to ignore government-funded programs. Rather, they go to the private 
institute to get their qualifications; only students from the middle-class participated in the internship. They needed to 
earn their tuition while they accumulate their skills through internship. Based on the study results three months ago, 
the Ministry of Labor started to think of redesigning and reforming their programs. So, I hope a new policy will come 
up soon coming next year. 
Honda
Measuring outcomes is very difficult. Whichever method you choose, it would not be a complete solution requiring 
continuous reconsideration. What I think we need to be careful about is the problem of having to focus on extremely 
abstract generic skills if you were to measure the outcomes of graduates in diverse areas of study or occupations. 
This is in fact a problem that the data I introduced to you today involves. By asking respondents about their problem-
solving skills, communication skills, or what MEXT refers to as “human skills” or “living powers,” you are at the same 
time measuring many other things, and adding fuel to the negative policy cycle that emphasize the “importance of 
human skills.” My intension has been to overcome such simplistic discourse, which has proved to be very difficult. It is 
really not possible to capture with general questionnaire items the knowledge and thinking skills specific to disciplinary 
areas, or their direct and indirect relationships to the knowledge and thinking skills required on the job. Analysis from 
multiple perspectives based on in-depth interviews and case studies are necessary. 
Outcomes are not limited to skills. As Mr. Hamanaka mentioned earlier, social science students tend to be 
uninterested in student-aid. This tendency can also be found in other areas, including education students who will 
most likely become teachers. Data reveals a troubling finding that our future teachers are even less interested in 
social issues such as poverty compared to students studying other disciplines. Japan is filled with problems, such as 
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an extremely brutal sense of self-responsibility and exclusivism, which higher education should endeavour to mitigate. 
For example, studying labor law at university should contribute to building a society that questions the existence of 
business that exploits its employees (“black company”) and exploitation (“black labor”). Studies that focus not just on job 
skills but also approaches to thinking about and engaging with society and attitudes gained through experiences within 
and outside of the university are necessary. 
I personally did an analysis of the impacts of learning labor laws in high school. There was an immediate effect, and 
a weak effect one year later, but the effect of education disappeared after two years. The implication is that you should 
offer lessons on labor law once every few years. The commitment of government agencies on comprehensive surveys, 
including panel surveys is necessary to reach a comprehensive understanding of how education can contribute to the 
betterment of society.
Hamanaka
The image most of our Japanese audience have of graduate 
surveys on learning outcomes is probably a series of questions 
that ask students “have you acquired the following skills?” 
I myself have experience designing such questionnaires. 
Researchers tend to want to ask everything, resulting in a 
voluminous questionnaire, increased response burden and 
decreased response rate. If we are to carry out a nationwide 
survey, we will have to be selective in the questions that we 
ask,. Higher education stakeholders and researchers must 
discuss and reach agreement on which items to include in the questionnaire.
On the other hand, if universities compile their own unique surveys when conducting graduate surveys, there will 
be no way to compare the results. However difficult, universities should to certain extents share items on the skills to 
measure.
Another point is that it is extremely difficult to measure abilities upon graduation and even more difficult to 
measure them retrospectively. The issue of linking data was discussed earlier. We should indeed consider gaining the 
cooperation of universities to link university records such as grades and activities to later careers, etc. 
Fukahori
Thank you very much. We are very sorry, but we are running out of time. So this is the last question to Ms. Rivers, 
Ms. Hewitt, and Dr. Chu about the use of data using GOMS survey. You said that has led to the policy of supporting 
employment. About examples that are linked to supporting policy-making, could I have one more example from each 
country about examples of use of data by the policy-makers? And with that, I will conclude. First, Ms. Rivers, please.
Rivers
I guess I will give the example very quickly of how I ended up at the National Center for Science and Engineering 
Statistics. It was based on a need that they had identified in talking with the community for more information on post-
173
Panel Discussion
doctoral researchers and the impact that they were having.
This particular need was coming also from the Department of State in terms of the number of people entering 
the United States on visas and what majors, what fields of study the were enrolling in and then how long they were 
planning to stay in the United States.
In that particular case, there was a briefing that I have conducted after I was brought on board to start up this 
survey. I conducted a briefing with our sub-committee on science and that is where they were saying what it is they 
needed instead of anecdotal information. As a result of that, in a lot of hard work with methodologists, economists, 
social sciences, academic institutions, different professional associations as well as other federal government agencies 
and statistical agencies, we started a survey. But that survey was actually in response to the need to have more 
information on visa holders in United States and what were the outcomes of those individuals.
Hewitt
I am going to go into a bit more detail of something that I covered in my slides. A number of years ago, I think 
in 2012, tuition fees in the UK tripled for students, starting university, and this was largely to do with a reduction in 
government funding of universities. So there was an increase in the student loans required to make up for this gap. 
One of the results of this was that government decided that there was much more of a requirement for students to 
understand the impact of different universities, what different universities could offer them and more information about 
the universities before they applied to them.
And so, one of the measures that came in to do with this was the introduction of the website that I referred to 
earlier, the UNISTATS website, and this provides a lot of detailed information on each course at each university or 
further education college providing higher education in the UK.
The metrics that make this up include lots of information from the destination of leaders from higher education 
survey. The change in policy was not made directly as a result of the graduate outcomes data. But often when 
government are making these kinds of changes, they use this data to support the kind of information for prospective 
student choices. And there is a similar approach to the more recent policy development, I mentioned briefly in my 
presentation, the teaching excellence framework. Again, uses metrics from the graduate outcome survey to rate 
different universities against each of the gold, silver, and bronze awards. So government tends to use them as metrics 
in policy-making.
Chu
In Korea, these days, universities start to think about the career education for the freshmen, sophomores. Job 
placement has not been regarded as a role of professor. The prestigious universities did not concern about their career 
education, but these days it is changing. Even the Ministry of Education launched the new program called PRIME 
(Program for Industrial needs-Matched Education). And as a part of financial aid programs, university can develop their 
own career education program.
For example, several universities actually developed their own career information Apps, so students can access 
all the labor and career information through their mobiles. All the data comes from Korea Employment Information 
Service (KEIS), especially. 
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The university gathers their own salary information from the alumni. For example, one student majoring in sports, 
he just opens his cell-phone and he can search average salary of golf caddie, and he can find alumni’s salary in field 
of gold caddies. So he can get various labor market information easily. In these days, these kinds of information are 
getting more and more important for students.
Fukahori
I would like to thank the panelists for answering many questions in such a sincere way. In Japan, we are discussing 
the need to adopt evidence-based policy-making, but we do not have sufficient robust data to support that. How are we 
going to design surveys? What outcomes are we going to focus on measuring? What legal frameworks are necessary 
to effectively protect personal information? These are just a few of the many issues that need to be addressed. I 
would like to invite our Japanese colleagues to engage in further discussion, referring to the rich experiences of our 
international colleagues.
With this, I would like to conclude the panel discussion session. Thank you very much for your attention. Please give 
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